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Preface 


The following study is a completely revised and greatly expanded 
version of an earlier (1976) treatment of the same subject that was 
never formally published, but did appear in typescript in the volume 
Indo-European Studies III, ed. C. Watkins, 1977, distributed by the Har- 
vard Linguistics Department and no longer available. A preliminary 
draft was written during the academic year 1980—81 on a leave of ab- 
sence made possible by the award of a Morse Junior Faculty Fellowship 
to me by Yale University, for which I would like to express my grati- 
tude. 

During the summers of 1982 and 1983, I improved the draft 
greatly by taking advantage of the comments of Anna Morpurgo Da- 
vies, Stanley Insler, Jay Jasanoff, and Calvert Watkins, with whom I dis- 
cussed various aspects of the problems dealt with here, and it is a pleas- 
ure for me to acknowledge my debt to them. I am also delighted to 
have a chance to thank Jochem Schindler, who was, as usual, so gen- 
erous with his time and suggestions on so many points that it is diffi- 
cult to give an accurate idea of how much this work has gained thereby. 
It is more painful to note here that my awareness of how much I owe to 
Warren Cowgill has been made all the more acute by that great schol- 
ar's death on June 20, 1985. 

The resulting manuscript was accepted for publication in the Un- 
tersuchungen zur indogermanischen Sprach- und Kulturwissenschaft in the 
spring of 1984, and I would like to express my appreciation to the edi- 
tors of the series, to H. Wenzel and F.Dörfert at de Gruyter for their 
expeditious handling of the production of the book, and, once again, to 
Yale University for subventing the publication through the Frederick 
W.Hilles Publications Fund. 

Finally, I will always be grateful to Alice Oliver, Melissa Thomp- 
son, Anna Singleton, and Bette Lewis, administrative assistants in the 
Yale Classics Department, for undertaking at various stages some espe- 
cially arduous typing chores entirely out of the goodness of their 
hearts. 


New Haven, Alan J. Nussbaum 
June, 1985 
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Symbols 


any consonant 

any laryngeal 

norm 

r or Í (£ n or m); also = root 

suffix 

any Stop 

any vowel 

beginning/end of a word; also — beginning/end of a hexameter 
penthemimeral caesura 

trochaic caesura 

hephthemimeral caesura 

bucolic diaresis 

in the text indicates that there is further discussion in the Addi- 
tions and Corrections. 


I. k(e)r-n(o)- and k(e)r-(e) u- ‘horn’ 


1. Forms like Greek xáon ‘head’ and xéoac ‘horn’ or Skt. sirah 
‘head’ and £fnga- ‘horn’ constitute a wide-spread and very familiar lexi- 
cal family in the IE languages. But the group taken as a whole is proble- 
matical in two ways. First, there seems to be a more or less random 
vacillation in the root shape between ker- and kerh,-, according to the 
standard view. In addition, there is a problem with the reconstructed 
semantics of this root and its derivatives. It is traditionally supposed 
that this bi-form root is the basis both for words meaning ‘head’ and 
for words meaning ‘horn’. This received doctrine allows for total inde- 
terminacy. The result is that if we start from the generally accepted for- 
mal equations, there seems to be no way of deciding whether a given 
formation meant ‘horn’ or ‘head’ m PIE. Looking at it the other way 
around, there seems to be no systematic statement possible about 
whether the root involved in a given type of formation with one of 
these two meanings was anit ker- or set kerh,-. For example: the tradi- 
tionally equated Skt. sirah ‘head’ and Gk. xépag ‘horn’ disagree seman- 
tically while agreeing on the set form of the root. But Gk. *xepaFög (as 
usually reconstructed for Homeric xepaóc? ‘horned’) and Avestan srä- 
/sruua- ‘horn, nail’ would agree on ‘horn’ but differ as to the set vs. anit 
character of the root. [*] 

In this situation, therefore, there are two unpredictable variables in 
play. Each of them really calls for some comment. Together in one lexi- 
cal family they are enough to make the whole traditional view of this 
set of forms implausible enough to deserve a re-examination. 


2. On the formal side, functionless and unpredictable root varia- 
tions are something that the method must tolerate only as long as it is 
unavoidable. It is always worth looking for evidence that leads to a 
more systematic picture. 

In a similar way, the semantic indeterminacy that pervades the 
usual view of these forms is not only unattractive, but implausible in 


1 Cf., e.g, Pokorny, JEW, 574ff.; Frisk GEW and Chantraine DELG s. v. Walde-Hof- 
mann LEW and Ernout-Meillet DELL s.v. cornu; etc. The remarks of Beekes Devel- 
opment, 200 are somewhat more systematic. 

But see below, § 47.1. 


he 
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itself. No actually attested IE language has only one lexical item that 
means both ‘head’ and ‘horn’. And combining them for reconstructed 
PIE is only possible under the further assumption that ker(h,)- origi- 
nally designated a general ‘top of the body’ notion of which ‘head’ and 
‘horn’ must then be judged to be specializations occurring independ- 
ently in the individual IE languages. But this conception of the PIE 
state of affairs 1s utterly amazing in view of the large number of archaic 
and very specific body part terms that are otherwise reconstructed for 
the protolanguage. 

In order to bring some precision into this picture, a fresh approach 
is needed. But since the traditional formal equations lead in a circle, it is 
necessary to re-examine the data, to pay close attention to whether the 
forms in question do in fact mean ‘horn’ or ‘head’, to adopt a critical 
attitude toward the formal equations and reconstructions upon which 
the standard view is based, and to look for those formal equations 
which are sure to be secure enough to be used as the basis for a more 
systematic analysis. 


3.1 Approaching the whole complex of ‘head’ and ‘horn’ words 
with an open mind, there quickly emerges at least a partial pattern that 
Is consistently missed by the doubly indeterminate traditional view of 
the forms. Namely, there is a group of formations that have three 
things in common: 

1) none of them requires (and the unambiguous forms exclude) 
the assumption of a set root kerh,-; 

2) in every one of these items, either an -(e)n- or an -(e)g- suffix 
directly follows the root ker-; 

3) all of these forms mean 'horn'- never ‘head’. A survey of these 
(mostly very familiar) forms makes this perfectly clear. 


3.2 Indic has @iga- ‘horn’ (RV +) < kr-n-g-o-?. Beside this are 
traces of *srunka- ‘horn’ and *sra- ‘horn’, reconstructed from Indo- 
Aryan forms‘. 


? The -ga- of Sfn-ga- may be segmentable (-g-a-) if the velar is identified with that of 
certain other formations—notably in words for body-parts. These include velars suf- 
fixed to primary stems (e.g. RV + 4s-r-g/k ‘blood’) as well as more elaborate forma- 
tions (pt-er-u-g- in Gk. nTEQVE ‘wing’, reminiscent in turn of Gaulish xägvv& ‘horn’ 
< kr-n-n-g-, on which cf. $ 7.3). I 

The suggestion that sfnga- reflects kr-n-g*o- with a -g*o- that may be identified 
in Gk. «ópupa ‘terminal ornaments of a ship’ (as if < kor-u-n-g*o-: W-D 2.2, 544) is 
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For Avestan, Bartholomae (Air W 1647) gives both sruna- and sra- 
(cf. Indic *sr#- above) ‘horn, nail, talon’. Of the two, the stem sruud- is 
by far the better-established one, appearing in the nom. and acc. pl. 
sruua, the acc. dual sruuaé(ca)/sruiie (< sruue), and the dat. dual sruza- 
bita. Where the gender of sruud- can be determined, it is feminine. The 
dual can mean ‘both (sets of) nails’. 

The stem sr#- is in a more problematical position. There could be 
a non-neuter acc. pl. *sruuo, but only if this is read for srauud (and 
means ‘horns’ in the first place) at V.19.42. The form is therefore not 
worth much. Beyond this, the potential support for sr#- ‘horn’ consists 


made less likely by Gk. xpayyóv, -Övog ‘shrimp’ which might possibly be an endocen- 
tric -œv derivative that meant ‘horn-like (thing). 

Since the vast majority of Gk. -wv derivatives of comparable formal and semantic 
type are substantives with endocentric semantics that are made specifically from adjec- 
tives (Banög ‘small’ : Bawv, -Övog ‘type of fish’), one might suspect that xgayy@v was 
derived from a xoayy-o- ‘horn-like’. This would imply a xoayy- (< krng- ) ‘horn’ that 
would seem to be an n-stem with added -g- (as in nteQu-y- ‘wing’ above): kyn-g-. If so, 
krng- -0- ‘horn-like, horn-shaped' would be basically a possessive adjective that has 
developed semantically from ‘having X" to X-like’, for which cf., e. g., x0xA0¢ ‘circle’ : 
X04AÓ-( F)ev1- ‘circular’ (xvxAóeg1c). 

If so, it could be that kmg-o- ‘horn-like’ has simply been substantivized without 
suffixation to give Ved. sfnga- ‘horn’. This is all less than certain, however, if only 
because of the systematic vacillation of the stem ke) rno- itself between ‘horn’ and 
‘horned’ (cf. § 7.3). 

But it is also possible that xgayy@v ‘shrimp’ originally meant not ‘horn-like 
(thingy, but rather ‘having horns (i.e. antennae)’. In that case one could even think of 
starting with a krng-Fl(ö)n-, which would also imply a stem krng- ‘horn’. 

If the Hsch. gloss xg&yıov' oóvotouuia Ev xepo fl is to be taken as ‘obotQELLA 
Ev XEPAAT) ‘protuberance on the head’, we may have here the Greek reflex of a kr-n n-g- 
iio-. This could be plausibly den ad with the kr-n n-g(o)- of Skt. smga- and Gk. 
xpayy@v on formal grounds, and the assumption that a term for something protrud- 
ing from the head might be a derivative of a nominal stem meaning ‘horn’ also seems 
reasonable. The only small problem here arises in the contrast in syllabification kr-n n-g- 
vs. kr-n n-g-. But it is kr-n-g- and not kr-n-g- that shows the unexpected vocalization, 
and whether or not »päyıov reflects a stem Er-n-g- the vocalization kr-n-g- is prob- 
ably analogical- perhaps to the wide-spread kr-n n-o-, where kr-n- i is completely regular. 

However, it may be that the correct reading of the faulty o0votouuia is not oÙ- 
otoeuua but oóvtouiga ‘fracture’ (cf. Latte Asch. ad loc). In that case, the probable 
analysis of xpüyıov is a non-Ionic xgà-Fáy-io- (cf. xon-Seuvov for the first com- 
pound member and (F)éy-vuiu for the second, which would then be a neuter verbal 
abstract of the type änäprıov ‘fault, failure’ to duagt-Gvo or opáyiov ‘sacrifice’ to 
oéCw 'slaughter). If so, the word ceases to be of direct relevance to the kr-n-g- of 
Sfnga- and 4payyóv but supplies a second example of xpü- as a first compound mem- 
ber (on which see $ 24). 

* Turner, CDI-AL, entries 12713 and 12715. 
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of an acc. dual sruui, occurring as a simplex variant to sruue (but con- 
trast sruiie as above) and possibly as the first member of the compound 
sruui. staiiam (g. pl.) ‘ayant 2 cornes pour arrêts’ (?)5. 

In short, Avestan either points exclusively to an older éru(u) -a-, or 
to an ablauting srua-/srü- (as if < kru-eh,-/kru-h,-) that has been 
almost completely levelled to £ru (u) -a-. Further discussion of this ques- 
tion may be postponed. For the moment it need only be noted that 
srunä- or sruud-/sri- reflects a kr-u- (plus -(e)h,- to be sure) that com- 
bines anit k(e)r- followed by a -u- formant with the meaning ‘horn’ 
and not ‘head’, 


3.3 Greek dixQ00¢ ‘forked, cleft’ (also ötxpovg, 6uxoóoç, 5ixO0Kc 
and normalized—or “hyphaeresized”— ötxgoc: A. +6) reflects a ô- 
XQoFo- “two-horned’ > 'forked"7. This, in turn, points to either a 
-krouo- or a -krou- (plus compositional -o-) with the meaning ‘horn’, 
Since there is no evidence anywhere of a thematic k(e)r-o-, the second 
member of this compound may be further analyzed as -kr-oy-(0- ) 
‘horn’. It would seem to be a rather archaic formation, given that xépac 
is the normal Greek word for ‘horn’, and that (6)-xooFo- is neither 
synchronically derivable nor the basis of any further derivatives. 

Latin has both cornum (Ter. +) and cornu. While it seems that cor- 
num may safely be equated with Gmc. hurna- and Celt. karno- (krno-), 
cornu is more difficult. It is possible, however, that Latin had a kornom 
(< kmo-) beside a kor ($8) ‘horn’, and that koră became korn 
because of kornom. 

Much more problematical is the case of ceruix “(nape of the) neck’. 
According to one usual view (cf. W-H s.v. with literature), this word 
does belong in the ‘head’/horn’ group, but not among the ‘horn’ forms 
now being surveyed. For it has been taken to reflect a kers-ueik- with a 
first member kers- ‘head’ and a verbal second member from the root of 
uincire ‘bind’. At least three objections stand in the way: 


> Duchesne-Guillemin, CA, 149, cf. Gershevitch, AHM, 280f. The compound srunö.- 
zana-, which used to be referred to srun(ä)- ‘horn’, apparently means “leaden-jawed’ 
(sruua- lead") and is thus unrelated (Gershevitch, AHM, 280f.). 

sruuara- is generally thought to reflect *sr#-bara- and mean ‘horn-bearing’. But 
given that it occurs only with azi- ‘snake’ (azim sruuaram Y.9.11), it seems possible that 
sruuara- belongs with sruuant- ‘creeping’ instead. 

See also $ 8.4. 
See J. Ilberg, Archiv für Papyrusforschung 4, 281ff. (esp. 282 n.1) for examples. 
Cf. di-xeatoa ‘double, cleft? < ‘two-horned’ and see $$ 65, 66.5., 


o 
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1) no stem fers- for ‘head’ otherwise exists in Latin or elsewhere 
(see below); 

2) the second member of such a compound may be expected to 
have a zero grade in a root of this shape cf. (i4)-dic-(em)/O. (med) 
-diss; 

3) it seems arbitrary to ignore the whole class of Latin bodv-part 
terms in -ik- for the sake of such an analysis (so E-M s.v.): coxendix 
‘hip(bone)’, cutic-ula ‘skin’, landic-a ‘clitoris’, ue(n)sic-a ‘bladder’, 
umbilic-us ‘navel’. 

The first and third objections can also be made to the suggestion 
(W-H s.v.) that cernix reflects a kers-niH-k- with the second member 
taken from the root of uiere and extended by -k- on the model of -ér- 
ih, > -tr-ih,-k- (e.g. uictrix) in the fem. agent nouns. In addition, wiere 
basically means ‘plait, weave’ and is therefore semantically far-fetched. 

The most plausible analysis of the Latin word for ‘neck’ is there- 
fore cery-ic-. But since the -ic- of these body-part terms has little or no 
semantic function (cf. umbil-ic-us ‘navel’ with 6uqados ‘navel’), this 
would leave us with a ceru- ‘(nape of the) neck’. It is conceivable that 
keru- ‘horn’ was used in this case to denote the bony topmost section of 
the spinal column (whence ‘nape of the neck’ and finally ‘neck’), but it is 
entirely possible that ceru-ic- does not belong in the ‘head’/‘horn’ group 
at all. 


3.4 The Hesychius gloss w&ovov' triv odAntyya. Tordtor 
together with Welsh carn ‘hoof (and O Corn. ewin-carn, Breton karn) 
and Gaulish xdovvé ‘trumpet’ point to a Celtic kar-n-o-/kar-n-u-(g)- 
‘horn’. The -o- and -4- stems side by side here are closely paralleled 
only by the Latin situation (cornum/cornu). Breton korn (pl. kern) 
‘drinking horn’, Welsh corn (pl. cyrn) ‘horn’ and M Ir. corn ‘drinking 
horn, trumpet' are probably Latin loanwords? (or Latin-influenced 


s Although precise morphological analysis is not possible, Ved. karkara- (AV, ŠB) ‘neck 
joint’ might provide a keru-h,- (cf. I-Ir zizhu-H-/zizhu-eH- ‘tongue’ for the segmenta- 
tion and see § 8). A Latin keru-ih,- could easily be aligned with this. But there is insuf- 
ficient information on which to base an interpretation of the rest of the form: keru-h, - 
plus &*o/( H)-o- cf. nöXog etc.? Or keru-h,-k- (cf. keru-ih,-k- > ceruix itself) plus 
-ero-? 

Matters become still less controllable if one takes Gmc. hrugja- ‘back’ (Ole hryggr, 
OHG Arucki) into account. See Mayrhofer KEWAi 1,168. 
Despite local and tribal names like Cornouii (cf. Jackson, LHEB, 367 ff), which are not 
demonstrably related to the IE words for ‘horn’. Cf. now L. Saint Joseph, Problems in 
the Development of the IE Laryngeals in Celtic (Diss. Harvard 1980), 112. 
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forms of the native correspondents) with the original forms preserved 
in Brittonic only, and in the transferred meaning ‘hoof’. Another word 
for ‘hoof’ that could belong to the ‘horn’ group is O Ir. cróa/crua (gl. 
ungula Sg.46°13) with dat. sg. cri, nom. pl. cruz dat. pl. cruib. This 
word may reflect either krou-io- (cf. Gk. öt-xpof-og above and Irish 
noe/nua(e) ‘new’ < nou-io-) or, possibly, kruu-io- (cf? Av. sruu-i § 3.2). 
In either case the -io- formant is easily paralleled as a (seemingly func- 
tionless) extension in body part terms both in Irish itself (cride ‘heart’ 
< krd-io-, bruinne ‘breast’ < bhrus-n-io-) and elsewhere (Ved. asíya- 
‘mouth’ beside äs- id, Arm. ariun ‘blood’ < ehar-ilo-(o)n- etc.). 

In Germanic, the individual languages point to a hurna- (Goth. 
haurn, Olc, OHG etc. horn) ‘horn’. This, of course, reflects kr-n-o-. 


4. Words for ‘stag’ and other horned animals are also legitimate 
evidence here insofar as they are derivatives of words for ‘horn’. 

In Indic we have sarabhá- (AV) ‘(a kind of) deer’ and a large num- 
ber of Indo-Aryan descendants !° reflecting ker-n-bho- with the animal- 
naming -bho- suffix". Indo-Aryan forms also provide evidence for a 
*sarva- (ker-u-0-) and a *frawva-)? apparently a thematic derivative, 
with vrddhi, of * sra- ‘horn’. 


4.2 The Hesychius gloss x&gvoc'? ... Bóoxnpa, neößatov is 
plausibly interpreted as ‘horned’ < ky-n-o- and xgayyóv ‘shrimp’ may 
point to a ky-n-(g)- ‘horn’ (see note 3). On negaög see below (Š 47.1). 
xagtnv' tv Boóv ... (Hesych.) could represent a kr-ta- ‘horned’ and 
thus point to a root derivative rather than that of the u- and n- stems 
which are otherwise standard in this group, but this is extremely 
unlikely. Not only is the morphology unparalleled, but the gloss itself is 
suspect and there is an alternate explanation for the form. Hesychius 
attributes x&ptnv to the Koñrsc, but this is inconsistent with the -nv. 
On the other hand, x&ptnv' TIv ... to x@&otov: TTV... is an easy emen- 
dation that seems necessary in any case. A more serious problem ıs that 
the gloss continues xal tÓv oixétrv oi aùtoí ... which doesn’t make 


19 ‘Turner, CDI-AL, no.12331. 

u Cf, e.g, W-D 2.2, 746. 

1? "Turner, CDJ-AL, entries 12341, 12715. 

35 The word is also glossed «9eío ‘louse’ which, if the whole lemma is to be taken at face 
value at all, may indicate that there is a homonymous word related to xögpıg ‘bug’ 
and/or xüp' pdeip (Hsch.). See in any case Chantraine DELG and Frisk GEW, so 
xXóéQovoc. 
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very much sense, and the lemma seems quite corrupt in general“. Inso- 
far as one may have any confidence in a Cretan x&ptav meaning MV 
Boðv, it is probably best taken as a hypocorism for xaptainog, pl. xag- 
tainoda (Gortyn) ‘cattle’ (cf. Hom. etc. xoatat-mouc and Frisk, Chan- 
traine s.v. naptainog). Other Greek animal names possibly derived 
from a word for ‘horn’ are either problematical or are derived from 
xépag itself, and so may be deferred for the moment 5. 


4.3 Latin has ceruos ‘stag’ which, to judge by Indic *sarva- (as 
above), if nothing else, ought to reflect ker-g-o-. 

Welsh carw ‘stag’ with its Cornish (carow) and Breton (garo) 
equivalents reflects a Celtic kar-u-o-. On the further analysis of this see 
below (note 26). 

In Germanic we find forms of the types OHG hiruz ‘hart’/Olc. 
hjortr (Gmc heruta- < ker-u-d-o- ) and OHG hrind ‘cow/OS hrith (kr- 
én-to-), and OE hryder (kr-n-to-). The -d- formant found with the u- 
stem ker-u- in the ‘hart’ words has no apparent function (cf. £er-u-d-o- 
‘hart’ with Aer-y-o- ‘id. in L. ceruos etc.). The vocalism of &r-en-to- 
(hrind) vs. that ‘of kr-n- to-(hryder) is probably due to a process of deri- 
vational vrddhi that may perhaps be paralleled by Avestan patarata- 
‘winged’ (< pet-er-to-; cf. Hitt. pattar ‘wing’ < pot-r). [*] 


4.4.1 The Balto-Slavic derivatives of this group are of special 
value given that the normal IE words for ‘horn’ were replaced by raga- 


14 Cf, Latte Hsch., sv notn. 

15 xdoaPoc ‘horned beetle’ (Arist. HA 531525; vo.11. napaßıoı, xao&uBuou, also ‘cray- 
fish’ (Ar. Frag 318.7: codd. xágaßov) is generally considered a “Mediterranean” word 
(cf. also xapaßig (Hsch.) and x&pic ‘crustacean’ Arist., Anan.?). 

repüußvg ‘longicorn beetle’ (Nic., Hsch.— who also gives another possibly related 
insect name: xepáufmAov) is probably derived from x&pag with an obscure -mb- ele- 
ment found in other insect and bird names, and may be at least partly inherited (cf., 
with Chantraine DELG, 516 onpaußog (Hsch.) ‘(kind of) dung beetle’, x6AvpBoc / 
xoAvußig (Ar.) (diving) bird’, to which, in turn, cf. L. columba and -us ‘pigeon, dove 
and palumbes and -is/palumbus and -a ‘wood-pigeon, ring-dove', OCS golobi ‘pigeon, 
dove’, and Slavic *astreb- (e.g. RCS jastrjabü 'hawk"). To xzoépup(vE) etc., however, cf. 
also xóguupa (note 3 above and $ 5 with note 21 below). 

Other animal- and (plant-) naming terms derived from xépag (some perhaps by 
way of xepaia) include: xepaic (‘xoedvy ‘crow’ Hsch., Lyc.; presumably from the 
shape of the beak); «epatósg tv nooßátov tà UnAsa, ta Év6ov ó6ó6vtag Exovra 
(Hsch.); xegatttic ‘fenugreek’. These derivatives can of course play no role in arriving 
at an analysis of «pag itself. 

See below on: x&pavvoc' ... ñ £pupog ... ($$ 49.4, 49.6c); xpa alE Tjugpog ... 
($ 47.2); xapavo trjv atya (note 21 to § 49.6 in Part IIIb.). 
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in Baltic and Slavic. We have Latvian sirna (kr-n-ä) ‘roe’ and OPr. sir- 
wis ‘roebuck’ (a replacement of the original thematic formation: cf., for 
example, OPr. ragis ‘horn’ vs. Lith. rágas).!6 Slavic likewise has a Po -d: 
ORuss. sirna, SCr. sfna, etc. 

The words for ‘cow’ in Baltic (Lith. &éroe) and Slavic (RCS krava, 
SCr. kráva etc.) are generally included here as well and compared to 
ceruos etc. The forms point to a B-Sl. kör-u-a. The initial velar of these 
forms (as opposed to the palatal of Latv. sirna, SCr. sfna, etc. as above) 
is not a strong objection to the etymology (cf. Lith. pékus/OPr. pecku 
‘(Klein)vieh’ vs. Ved. pasu/pasu- etc.). The starting point, in any case, 
would seem to be a kōrua. The lengthened root vocalism is best taken 
as the result of a vrddhi process proper to the formation of feminine 
derivatives from masculines, and can be paralleled by cases like masc. 
uorno- ‘raven’ (Lith. varnas, OCS rang, etc.) vs. fem. uorna- (Lith. 
varna, Serb. vrána, etc.) and even udro- (Av. udra-, OHG ottar, etc. 
‘otter’) vs. #dra- in Lith. údra, Latv. ádr(1)s Russ. vydra. One would 
then start with a masc. koru-o- ‘horned (animal) comparable to Latin 
ceruos, and identify the B-Sl. words for ‘cow’ as its feminine derivative 
(with vrddhi) körua. There is no positive justification for a *korHueh, 
here. Finally, OPr. curwis ‘ox’ is most easily taken simply from kruo- 
(cf. Welsh carw ‘stag’ etc.) in the very first instance". 


4.4.2 There is a Tocharian representative in this group if, as seems 
plausible, Toch. A íar4/B serwe ‘hunter’ may be taken as reflecting 
kéruo-, a vrddhi derivative (‘he of the stag’ or the like), of kerno- ‘stag’ 
(as in j. ceruos above)!5. The Hesychius gloss o£oyot agor could 
represent a o£oFou which would be an exact match for L. ceruos from 
some satem language, but naturally this is unsure ? 


5. In addition, there are a few Greek forms which, although 
belonging with the ‘horn’ words etymologically, are semantically less 
clear-cut: 


16 A relationship between Lith. stirna/Latv. stifna ‘roe’ and Latv. sirna is hard to deny, 
but obscure in its details. 

V CL, e.g, Stang VGBS, 77 ff. 

18 | owe this suggested analysis to Jay Jasanoff. The etymology given by Pedersen 
( Tocharisch, 48), who identifies the root as that of xaipw etc., and offers Skt. /ubdha- 
‘hunter’ as a semantic parallel, is not satisfactory. The gher-uo- it requires would have 
to be a deverbative adjective in -40-, a formation in which a lengthened-grade root is 
out of place. 

19 [t is not clear to me what, if anything, is contributed by Alb. £a ‘ox’. 
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x0Ev50¢ ‘crested (lark)’ shows a kor-u-d-o- ‘crested’ that is remin- 
iscent of Gmc. ker-u-d-o- ‘horned (animal)’, ‘stag? (OHG hiruz/ Olc. 
hjortr). J 

It is difficult to separate Greek zoo-u-0- ‘crest’ from Gmc. ker-u-d- 
‘horn’ and, semantically speaking, this furnishes a highly probable 
example of a stem originally meaning ‘horn’ which has adopted the 
meaning 'crest' in Greek. [*] 

This being the case, it becomes extremely likely that xogv-8- ‘hel- 
met’ 1s also originally a word for ‘horn’ and that it has developed to 
‘helmet’ by way of ‘crest’. The same will be true of xo@vog ‘helmet’, ulti- 
mately reflecting kr-ne-s- (or kr-n-es- ?) *horn’ > *'crest' > ‘helmet’. 

xooop only means ‘crest’ (of a mountain or a horse) in the Miad 
and the Odyssey, and would then seem to parallel xogv-5- and xogv-9- 
*horn’ > ‘crest’. Furthermore, the denominative xop0nTM (xogu-qo-i£/ 
O-) means ‘butt with the horns’ (Theoc. 3.5). We may thus include 
40QUQf| among the ‘horn’ forms. 

Finally xóovußa (Hom. pl. tant.) is also a form originally meaning 
‘horn’ or a derivative of a word for ‘horn’. The xöpvußa are the pro- 
jecting terminal ornaments at the stem and/or stern of a ship?! and to 
Homeric ... vn@v ånoxóyev &xoa xópuupa (I 241) cf. the formula... 
VEOV ópO8o0xoatoóov: -XpaLpa compounds refer to ‘-horned’ only (cf. 
Bo@v ópOoxpotoóov and see below $ 65) 22. 


6. What has emerged so far from this survey of the IE words for 
horn (other than xépac) and their derivatives is that the root in all 
these formations either must be or could be an anit ker-. An assumed 
kerh,- is unambiguously excluded by Indic sf-n-(ga)-, *sr-u-n-(ka)-, 
*farva-, and *Srauva-; Avestan sruu(a)-; Greek xáovoc, xoóvoc, Öl- 
xpoFoc2, and xoayyóv; Latin cornum/cornu*4; OHG hrind”; SCr. 


2° (... PVAGGOEO) uñ xo Xopdyn ‘lest he butt you’. 

21 Hsch: xópvußa tà On viv &MAGOTA, xà AXQOOTÓMA, và Gxoa tv NELUVÖYV. và 
ÜNEEVONEVO noòç XOGLOV TOV vg@v xpa xai Eninexappéva, & £oti (KATH) tiv 
npoóuvav xoi KATA viv xo;oav. 

22 xopbvn ‘club, staff, shoot, penis’ could be put here as well, but would not add much to 

the formal picture. Likewise, xépvai ‘vertebral processes’ could ultimately reflect a ker- 

n(o)- ‘horn’ in a metaphorical meaning. If so, however, this form is noteworthy in 

showing an e-grade root. It would be the only -5(o)-formation among the ‘horn’ 

words to do so. 

Not conclusively, however. A -Ërh,-ou-o- could have lost its laryngeal in composition 

~cf. § 25.2. 

Insofar as krno- (providing a direct formal equation with Gmc. and Celtic) is chosen 

as the most probable source of cornum, and cornu is not strictly relevant (§ 3.2). 


24 
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sfna. On the other hand, not one of the forms surveyed above actually 
requires the reconstruction of a kerh,-*. 

The apparent state of affairs can therefore be simply described: 1) 
the IE words for ‘horn’ reflected in Celtic, Germanic, Balto-Slavic, 
Italic, Indo-Iranian, Tocharian, and in Greek itself point to an anit root 
ker-; 2) these forms also suggest that there was an n- stem and a u- 
stem made on this root, although these apparently basic formations 
have mostly been further extended or are indicated only by derivatives. 


23: A * krhy-en- would of course yield Gmc. *Aurin-. 

6 On x£pa 0g cf. $ 47.1. 
The Celtic forms in particular (both of the type W. carw and of the type W. carn) have 
repeatedly been reconstructed with a &7- (e.g. Pokorny JEW, 576; Pedersen VGKS, 
1.51f., 180) which is completely unnecessary. To W. carw, Bret. qaro, Corn. carow 
< kruo- cf. W. marw, Bret. maro, Corn. marow ‘dead’ < mruo-. Before # (and i and 
s), Celtic ar from r ıs entirely regular and kruo- for W. carw etc. thus presents no 
problem. . 

Whether r may also yield Celtic ar (and not ri) before n (thus krno- > W. carn 
etc.) is a more complicated question. But on balance, the evidence suggests that -yn- 
could become Celtic -arn- (cf. E. Hamp EFL?, 226f. and Celtica 11, 70; St.Joseph 
Problems, 238 ff.). In any case, alleged examples of -rHC- directly continued by Celtic 
-arC- are generally suspect: e.g. Irish ard ‘high’ cf. Skt. ardhva- but also Av. araduua-; 
W. sarn ‘causeway’ cf. Skt. stirna-, L. stratus but also Gk. ovpotóc; and W., Co., Br. 
darn 'piece! no more requires the assumption of a set root than do Ir. ard and W. sarn. 

In Balto-Slavic, der- ‘split’ is the basis for a very large lexical family which 
includes forms with practically all possible root vocalisms. Lithuanian has diti ‘tear, 
flay’ as well as dirti (cf. dirin) and even durti ‘stab’ (related?), while typical Slavic 
forms are OCS dero, dürati and dira 'oyíouo (but R. dyrá ‘hole’ vs. OPol. dura vs. 
OCzech. diera : dür-/dor-/der-). Much of this material must result from secondary 
developments, but the details are difficult to sort out- cf. Fraenkel LEW 96f. (dirti 
and dirva); Trautmann BS/W 51f.; Berneker SEW 179f. (-daro), 185 (dero), 201f. 
(dira, dirajo); Vasmer REW 344 (derú), 386 (dyra). This elaborate group provides little 
certainty about whether and under what circumstances PIE had a derH- beside der-. 

The situation in Indo-Iranian is also unfavorable to the assumption that darn 
must necessarily reflect a drH-no-. The only set-looking forms in the RV are the inten- 
sives dardarimi, dardariti (together with adardiruh and subj. dardirat- cf. also dariman- 
“destruction”. But this no more indicates a set root as such than, e.g., cäkasiti ‘appears’ 
(cf. caste ‘sees, appears’ and, further, téxuao “sign”. Otherwise, the RV verbal system 
has anit forms (darsi, dadrvams, darsat etc. Cf. also Av. darata-). Set-looking dimd- 
(B +) goes hand in hand with the optatives diryéta (TS; I would like to thank Patrick 
Hollifield for pointing this form out to me), dmiyat (SB) and passive diryáte (B +). 
Clearly all this is far from requiring a drH-no- rather than dr-no- for Celtic darn. 

As pointed out above ($ 4), the Balto-Slavic forms of the group Lith. karve, RCS 
krava ‘cow probably point to a lengthened grade körya (like B-S Adra ‘otter’—cf. also 
the type Lith. vilkė ‘she-wolf’). There are no grounds for assuming a *korHua. 
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It is in light of this that xé0ac ‘horn’ (and the related forms that seem 
to show a set by-form of the root) have to be analyzed. 

But before going on to the rest of the forms in the ‘head’/‘horn’ 
group, there is a final question concerning the n- and u- stems to be 
dealt with. That is the question of whether it is possible to specify any 
further details of the inflectional characteristics of these two forma- 
tions. 


7.1 For the n- stem in particular, there is very little to go on. In 
the first place, it does not survive as such anywhere. Several forms do 
appear to reflect an n- stem either directly or as the basis of exocentric 
derivatives: sfn-ga- ‘horn’; x&ov-oc, hrin-d, sirn-a, ‘horn-ed’ etc. This in 
turn suggests a segmentation -n + o- for endocentric L. cornum, Gmc. 
hurna- etc. But not too much is learned even so, because within the gen- 
eral category of body-part terms, -(e)n- is perhaps the most common 
stem formant, playing various roles in formations that doubtless belong 
to very different chronological layers. ‘These include: 1) primary inher- 
ited stems (e.g. oblique of neuter r/n stems jek*#-n- ‘liver’, h,(e) wHdh-n- 
‘udder’ etc.); 2) probably later “imitations” of these (e.g. Indic neuter 
oblique asth-n- ‘bone’, I-Ir. as-n- ‘mouth’); 3) -en- stem “extensions” of 
primary formations (e.g. Gmc. hert-an- ‘heart’ (Goth. haírtó etc.), 
mechanically extended from the root noun k(&) rd ‘heart’: Gk. xño, L. 
cor etc.; Av. nágh-an- ‘nose’ extended in parallel fashion from nas- 
‘nose’ [*] RV instr. sg. nas-d; etc.); 4) apparent -en- stem extensions of 
some formations that are already very elaborate (e.g. Av. mast- 
(2) ray-an- ‘brains, skull’: mes-t-r-g-on- [**]). 


7.2 In theory, then, (e) r-n- ‘horn’ can be interpreted in several 
ways, but no assumption is demonstrable: 

1) It could reflect the oblique stem of a primary neuter r/n heter- 
oclite. There is no evidence pointing in this particular direction. 

2) It could reflect an oblique stem paradigmatically associated 
with a nom.-acc. neuter which lacks the -en- formant. That is, one is 
free to assume a paradigm kér/k(e)r-n- ‘horn’ (n.), descriptively parallel 
to A,(e) us-(e) s-/h, (e) us- (e)s-n- ‘ear’ (Gk. ove, Av. us-i etc./Gk. oda(1)-, 
Arm. un-(kn) etc.). But there is no trace of the supposed nom.-acc. 
* kér (unless one wishes to take seriously the very doubtful Cretan xág- 
mv and assume that this is a mistake for *xóQ-tüv analyzed kr-te-h,- 
‘horned’). Furthermore, it is questionable whether PIE itself ever had 
such paradigms. It is altogether possible that the direct (o0g/o0a(T)-; 
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Skt. Sirah/sirsn-: see below) and indirect (Av. ast-/Skt. asth-n-) indica- 
tions of such paradigms that are to be found are the result of a certain 
amount of morphological and derivational independence of neuter 
oblique stems from their nominative-accusatives at least within the 
semantic field of body-part terminology and at least to the extent that 
the oblique cases may be built on a stem extended by an -(e)n- that the 
nom.-acc. lacks. The formal model was, of course, always available in 
the r/n stems themselves, whose paradigms showed this independence 
from as far back as it is possible to make reasonable reconstructions. 
Semantically, it would then be no coincidence that 7/n- stems are well- 
represented among the primary body-part terms. 

3) The same objections can be made to a hypothetical paradigm 
with ker-x (x = u would be the most obvious choice) as the nomina- 
tive-accusative and ker-n- oblique. This situation is in fact directly 
observable in such cases as Skt. aks-i/aks-n- ‘eye’ or dsth-i/asth-n- 
‘bone’, but in no such case is it demonstrable, or even very likely, that 
the paradigm as such is inherited. It is thinkable that such a paradigm is 
the result of independent derivational histories for the oblique stem on 
the one hand and the nom.-acc. on the other. From time to time in 
(late) PIE and then in the individual dialects, heteroclisy in neuters 
within various semantic groups (most notably body-parts) may actually 
have spread. A closely related phenomenon is the appearance of rela- 
tively complex stems that are made up of suffixal elements which are 
themselves frequently found in neuter heteroclitic stems (e.g. Av. 
mastrayan- above or Gk. &oto&yoXoc ‘vertebra; ball of the ankle joint; 
knuckle-bone’ vs. óotaxógc ‘lobster’ vs. Öotoaxov ‘shell, pot, sherd’, as 
if < A,est-r-g-I-o- vs. h,ost-n-k-o- vs. h,ost-r-k-o-). In such cases, the 
most probable historical account is an open question. It is far from 
clear whether these concatenations, ultimately based on primary forma- 
tions (mes-t-, h,e/ost-), ever went through a stage of actual heteroclitic 
inflection followed by further extensive derivation and contamination. 
In the first place, the added elements often have no function, and in 
addition, it would then be very difficult to see why certain primary 
heteroclitics (r/n- stems for the most part) retain their original paradig- 
matic characteristics well into the historical period in various languages, 
while these others must be assumed to have undergone such rapid and 
complex (but functionless) derivation and contamination. Such consid- 
erations might well lead one to doubt that there ever actually was an 
r/n stem, e.g., me/os-t-r(g)/-n- inflected as such (and cf. the mes-t-i of 
Skt. mas-t-i-s-ka- ‘marrow and Toch. A mäss-unt ‘id.’). It is difficult to 
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exclude, in a case like this, the possibility that here and there in this 
semantic category there were produced derivatives with heteroclitic- 
looking formants but without an actual heteroclitic ever having existed 
(at least in PIE itself). The creation of such stems would have to have 
depended upon certain very specific local analogical models which are 
perhaps not themselves fully recoverable in any given case. 

For &(e)r-n- ‘horn’, then, it would be difficult to show conclusively 
either that there was a neuter * ker-r/n- or that there was a "secondary 
heteroclitic" either of the type *körik(e) r-n- or of the type *ker-u/ker- 
n- in PIE or in any IE language. But it is equally difficult to justify the 
assumption of a root noun *ker- extended by -(e)n-. Nor is there any 
evidence pointing specifically to a primary -(e)n- stem instead (pre- 
sumably animate: neuters with the simple suffix -(e)n- seem to be prac- 
tically nonexistent as a PIE type). In short, there is no shortage of theo- 
retical possibilities, but the available evidence does not make any of 
them particularly attractive. 


7.3 Beyond this, it might also be noted that several words for 
‘horn’ are closely paralleled, in their formation, by words for ‘wing’. 
And in this context one could bring in the fact that ‘horn’ and ‘wing’ are 
the two most obvious paired body parts that belong to animals only. 
Clearly this ought not to be pushed very far. But, as will be further dis- 
cussed below, Hittite karayar, ‘Gehörn’ is matched by partayar, "Flügel" 
in this group, and Gaulish X6 0vv6 (as if kr-n-u-g- ) ‘horn’ (ct. also L. 
cornu) is reminiscent of Greek m1é9v& (pt-er-u-g-) ‘wing’. By itself, 
neither of these correspondences is necessarily very suggestive. Some- 
what more interesting is the observation that both the ‘wing’ and ‘horn’ 
forms in -no- are of two types. Each set includes both ‘mechanically’ 
thematicized forms and forms in which the thematic vowel has a func- 
tion-that of marking a resulting -n + o- formation as an exocentric 
derivative of an n- stem. To krno- ‘horn’ (L. cornum, Celt. «&ovov/ 
carn, Gmc. hurna-) can be compared petno- ‘wing’ (L. penna) and 
porno- ‘wing, feather’ (Skt. parná-, Av. parana-, Lith. (s)pafnas, OHG 
farn/ OE fearn “fern’). On the other hand, krn- o- ‘horn-ed’ (Gk. “x0.0- 
voc, Latv. sirna, Russ. sirna) is parallel to Celtic pet-n-o- ‘wing-ed’ > 
‘bird’ (Olr. én, W. edn) and Skt. pet-en(g)-o- ‘id’ (RV + patamga-). 
For the ‘wing’ forms there are clear possibilities for further analysis. In 
the first place there is an r/n stem pot-r/pet-(e)n- (Hitt. pattar/padda- 
nai — and cf. L. (acci)-piter ‘hawk’ and (acci)petr-ina ‘rapacity’). It is an 
exocentric thematic derivative of this formation that best accounts for 
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pet-n-o- / pet-en(g)-o- ‘bird’ (cf., in parallel fashion, from the r- stem, 
RV patar-á- flying). A petna- ‘wing’ (insofar as L. penna requires this) 
could be mechanically “sexualized” (with -a-) from the n- stem of the 
same r/n formation (cf. columen: columna). But it might just as well rep- 
resent a deverbative noun in -no-/-nä- from the root pet(h,)- “fall, fly’ 
itself (in which case cf. uegh-no- > Olr. fen ‘wagon’ or preusiiö (> L. 
prurio ‘burn’): pr(e)us-na > pruna ‘glowing coal). The deverbative 
interpretation would gain some support if OL pesna (Fest.) reliably ref- 
lects a pet-sna, which would be of the type leuk-snā > luna ‘moon’. For 
por-no- *wing, feather the analysis as a verbal noun is the one that 
comes to mind most immediately (per- ‘traverse’: por-no- ‘wing’ = 
uegh- ‘convey’: uogh-no- ‘wagon’ in Gmc. wagna-: Olc. vagn, OE wegn 
etc. Cf. also ues- ‘sell’: #ös-no- in Gk. @voc, vn, Ovva ‘price’). The 
fairly clear analyzability of pet-(e)n-o- ‘winged’ and pet-no- / por-no- 
‘wing’, however, does not help much further in the interpretation of kr- 
n-o- ‘horned’ and &(e)r-no- ‘horn’, where there is neither a demon- 
strable r/n stem nor a verbal root. One might conclude that the 
morphological pattern displayed by ‘wing’ (and perhaps in part by a few 
other body part terms) has been transferred to ‘horn’, but this would be 
pure conjecture. 


8.1 For the u-stem &(e)r-(e)u-, the indications are more promis- 
ing, even if only slightly so. The existence of such a formation with the 
meaning ‘horn’ is strongly suggested by the possessive derivatives in -o- 
mentioned before (§ 4). There proves to be evidence (direct or indirect) 
for a kery-o- as well as koru- -0- (the putative derivational base of B-SI. 
körua) and kru-o-. In general, it is dangerous to draw conclusions about 
the apophonic characteristics of a given substantive from the vocal- 
ism(s) shown by its derivatives. But in the present case, it may be noted 
that the formation of a possessive in -o- does not as a rule condition a 
secondary e- grade (much less an o- grade)" in the stem of the deriva- 
tional base, and that there is consequently some chance of tracing the 
keru/koru-/kru- (with all possible caution) to the allomorphy of the 
underlying u- stem itself. The same might be said (even more hesi- 
tantly) for the forms that show the more obscure structures kerud-o- 
(OHG hiruz etc.) vs. korud-o- (Gk. «ópv60c; cf. xogu9- etc. $ 5). 

Although no really solid result 1s obtainable here, one could go on 
to note that if the word for ‘horn’ in question was a u- stem body-part 


27 For vrddhi in genitival but not possessive derivatives in Vedic and elsewhere cf. W-D 
2.2, 103ff. and 136ff. 
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term that did show a koru- beside a keru- (and perhaps a kru- as well) 
in its own paradigm, it would be best paralleled by gonu/genu/gnu- 
‘knee’ (Gk. yóvv, L. genu, Av. Znubiias-) and sonu ‘back’ (RV sanu/snoh). 
In other words, it might be conjectured that the u- stem meaning 


‘horn’ was a neuter koru/keru/krey-/kru- of the type £ónu ‘knee’, sónu 
‘back’, dóru ‘wood’. 


8.2 This, in turn, would immediately allow for at least a superficial 
parallel to the -kroy- of Gk. dixoo00s (Š 3.3). Beside dóru ‘wood’, there 
Is some evidence of a stem droy-. A droy-iio- (made) of wood’ seems to 
lie behind Gmc. trauia- (OE trig ‘tray’ etc.) and in Greek itself 5006v" 
ioxvedv. "Apyetoı (Hesych.) points to drou-ö- ‘strong’ and thus, 
descriptively, to a dro- ‘wood’ (metaphorically ‘strength, steadfast- 
ness? etc.). Whatever the precise details of the relationship between 
doru ‘wood’ and the apparently synonymous droy- of these derivatives, 
our conjectural köru ‘horn’ beside a krou- would be perfectly parallel. 
One might then take 6(xpoog as ultimately reflecting a possessive dui- 
krou-o- ‘having two horns’ with a compositional -o-. 


8.3 Before leaving the potential Greek evidence of the u- stem for 
‘horn’, there is the question of whether this is related to the formation 
that appears as the second part of the adverbial &vtvxoó/ ävtıxgug 
‘right opposite, straight on (to), openly’**, which seems to contain &v1í 
plus a -&rz (with or without “adverbial” a). The difficulty is that kor-u 
otherwise means only ‘horn’ (never ‘head’ and much less ‘face’ or the 
like). It would therefore seem better to refer the -kru(-s) of this forma- 
tion to the ker-u- ‘body’ that appears, further suffixed, in Slavic (OCS 
Crévo, -a vs. Crévo, -ese, as if from a kery-o- and/or keru-es-). OPr. ker- 
mens also belongs here, and if the root involved is (s)ker- ‘cut’ (as is 
generally supposed - cf. Bernecker SEW 150, Vasmer REW 1.319 e.g.) 
these would all be derivatives originally meaning ‘form, figure’, a basic 
meaning that suits Greek -kru(s) much better than does ‘horn’. As a 
semantic parallel, one might mention del- ‘hew’ (L. dolare etc.) beside 


del-uà ‘form’ (Olr. delb). 


28 So too Cowgill EFL?, 148. 

2 Cf, e.g., E. Benveniste, Le vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes I, 104 ff. 

30 Attic -avtooxd (with àn- and xat-), found in inscriptions and apparently identical in 
meaning to -QVTIXQÚ, is not clear. It does seem unlikely, however, that it was metathes- 
ized from an *-avrxopv, because this itself is an unlikely-looking formation. 
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8.4 It remains to see whether the Avestan word for ‘horn, nail, 
talon’ (§ 3.2) allows for any more specifics concerning the apparent PIE 
4-stem that meant ‘horn’. As already noted, the Avestan word shows 
both a stem sruud-, and, less securely, a stem sruu-/* sr- (at best only in 
the nom.-acc. dual sruu-i). It may be noted, however, that the assump- 
tion of a stem allomorph / srug- / (as if from pre-vocalic kru-h,-) could 
be a help in explaining the syllabification of the better-established 
/ srunä-/. A “normal” a- (-eh,-) stem made on the u- stem seen else- 
where should have had the syllabification krueh,- (cf. kruo- in W. carw, 
OPr. sirwis). But such a pre-form does not directly account for Av. 
sruua-. If, on the other hand, the original paradigm of the Av. forma- 
tion showed ablaut, and thus included both a Áru-&h,- and a kru-h,-, its 
outcome (say at the Indo-Iranıan stage) would have eventually been an 
irregular-looking srua- vs. fruu- / $r4-. This could have been levelled to 
Ir. sruud- (“normal” a- stem), which would result from the generaliza- 
tion of the sruy- allomorph on the one hand and the productive -a- of 
frua- on the other. [*] 

If so, only the nom.-acc. dual sruui (kruh,-iH) would have escaped 
complete replacement by an a- stem form of the banal kind, the dual 
sruite/sruuae(ca) being at most a newer competitor in this scheme. Such 
conservatism is not surprising, however, in the dual forms of a word 
that denotes a paired body part. One could compare OCS oč, the old 
root-noun dual ‘(two) eyes’ beside singular oko/ocese, which is a (doubt- 
less newer—$$ 57.6ff) neuter s- stem. 

Even with the reconstruction of a paradigm that alternated 
between kru-eh,- and kru-h,-, it is not absolutely clear yet whether this 
should have been a hysterokinetic-looking kru- éh,-/kru -h,- or a proter- 
okinetic-looking kru-h, -/kru-eh,-. The Avestan paradigm of a second 
body-part term, namely that of‘ tongue’, shows an acc. sg. hizuuam, but 
a gen. sg. hizuuo, an inst. sg. hizuua, and an inst. pl. hizubis?!. The para- 
digm of ‘tongue’ therefore seems to have been a hysterokinetic -4- 
éh,-/-u-h,-. It might be reasonable to suppose that ‘horn’ was parallel to 
‘tongue’, and we would then assume kru-Eh,-/obl. kru-h,- as the start- 
ing point. Furthermore, the eventual generalization of sruu- (from the 
pre-vocalic oblique kru-h,-) throughout the ‘horn’ paradigm i is matched 
by the generalization of Aizuu- (from pre-vocalic oblique I-Ir. 
Z(h)izhu-H-) in that of ‘tongue’. The regular outcome of I-Ir. -Zhua- 
in Avestan would be -zha- (cf., e.g., Av. abs. zbarantam with the root of 


31 Cf. Kuiper Notes, 175f. 
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Skt. Avarate etc. < ghyer-). One would say that both paradigms gen- 
eralized -uu- (from oblique -u-h,-), but only the ‘horn’ paradigm shows 
the further innovation of generalizing (almost completely) the -2 of the 
strong cases. [**] 

If sruna- goes back to a kru-Eh,-/kru-h,-, then sruui is a fem. h,- 
stem nom.-acc. dual with the ending -iH. This, of course, is no problem 
in view of the situation in “normal” fem. ã- stems where the nom.-acc. 
dual (Skt. -e Av. -e < I-Ir. -ai) reflects -eh,-iH. Moreover, the ending 
in sruui (< kru-h,-iH) appears with the stem allomorph proper to the 
oblique cases of the singular. This causes no real difficulty either. It 
seems to be an old feature of at least some fem. A,- stem duals in -:H. 
One may compare Olr. ben ‘woman’ < g*én-h, : gen. mná < g*n-éh,-s: 
du. mnaí < g*n-eh,-iH (cf. $ 37.7). In both ending and stem ablaut, a 
fem. dual kru- -iH is therefore consistent with a hysterokinetic femi- 
nine h,- stem kru-Ch,-/kru-h,-. [***] 

Even if this reconstruction is a reasonable source for Av. sruna- 
/srun-, however, it provides grounds for very few further conclusions 
concerning the basic u- stem meaning ‘horn’. The only thing that seems 
fairly certain is that the formation reflected in Avestan is a functionally 
endocentric derivative (in -(e)A,-) of this u- stem. One might think 
more specifically of a collective, recalling that some of the dual forms 
may denote ‘both sets of nails’ ($ 3.2). But this is not even true of all the 
dual forms, inasmuch as sruiie (Yt. 14.7) simply means ‘the two horns’ 
(of a cow). Likewise, the plural sruud (once nom., once acc.) means ‘tal- 
ons’ (of a bird), not several sets. In addition, the closest formal parallel 
to sruua-/sri-, as just noted, seems to be hizuna-/hizü- (masc.) ‘tongue’, 
whose derivational history is completely unclear, and which offers no 
indication that would favor interpreting it as a collective. The gender of 
hizuna-/hizü-, if old, would also be remarkable in a collective. Here we 
must leave the matter, since the present discussion cannot accommo- 
date a study of the possible functions of secondary, denominative 


-(e)h,-. 


8.5 Finally, a stem kru-h,- ‘horn’ could also be the ultimate basis 
of Olc. hrütr ‘ram’, as if < hra- < kruh, + d-o-. This would then 
have the same -d- formant as OHG hiruz (« keru + d-o-) and Gk. 
xópguóog (< korn + d-o- Š 5), but this time affixed to kruh, - rather 
than simple keru- and koru-?. 


32 On the other hand, it might be possible to explain Aritr as a late apophonic rearrange- 
ment—So Noreen Gramm., Š 172 note 3. 
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8.6 To sum up, it seems that there was a -n(o)- stem for ‘horn’ 
made on anit k(e)r-, but further specifics concerning this formation are 
not recoverable from the evidence available. The parallelism between 
these forms and various formations meaning ‘wing’, however, is striking 
and may be significant (§ 7). There is also a u- stem made on anit 
k(e)r-, and in this case there is at least some chance that it was a neuter 
koru ‘horn’ parallel to £ónu ‘knee’ etc. (Š 8). 


Ila. k(e)r-(e)h,- ‘horn’ 


9.1 When we turn to the remaining formations in the ‘head’/horn’ 
group, we find that none of them show the formal and semantic charac- 
teristics that were common to all the forms that we have been looking 
at so far. In the next group of formations, 


1) a laryngeal is reflected in all cases that are not ambiguous, 


2) but it is never followed by the -n(o)- and -u- formants that 
appeared with anit k(e) r=, 


3) Hand in hand with this goes a semantic difference: the forma- 
tions reflecting Ë (e) r(e)h,- do not consistently mean either ‘horn’ or 
‘head’. At the very least, therefore, it is possible to localize the semantic 
unpredictability. Only the formations based on k(e)r(e)h,- (whatever 
its further analysis) have both meanings. 


9.2 Before attempting to determine the reason for this basic dif- 
ference in semantic domain between k(e) r(e)h,- on the one hand and 
kor-u- and k(e)r-n(o)- on the other, it might be useful to define more 
closely the kind(s) of solution that would, in principle, be acceptable 
and desirable. To do this, it will be necessary to give a rough outline of 
the data relevant to the reconstruction of a stem k(e) r(e)h,-, but with- 
out the details of their evaluation that will occupy us below. Anticipat- 
ing somewhat, the forms (or some of them) that will have to be dealt 
with are: 


1. a. k(e) r(e)h,- ‘head’ e.g. Gk. xüpä ‘head’, Hitt. (kit)kar ‘at the 
head (here)’ 

k(e)r(e)h,- ‘horn’ e.g. Hitt. kara(uar) ‘horn(s)’ 

I k(e) rh,- -es- ‘head’ cf. Ved. siras-/Av. sarah- ‘head’ 

. kerh,-s ‘horn’ cf. Gk. xéoac ‘horn’ 

k(e) rh, -s-r(0)- ‘head’! e.g. L. cerebrum ‘brain, skull’, Gk. ñuí- 
xoouo ‘half the head’ 

. krh,-s-r(o)- ‘horn’ e.g. L. crabro ‘hornet’, Gk. oe80-xeatoa 
'straight-horned' 


2» on g 


oO” 


1 But cf. Part IV ($$ 60ff.). 
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4. a. k(e)rh,-s-n- ‘head’ e.g. Ved. Sirsn- ‘head’, Gk. xoav-iov ‘crown’, 
OIc. hjarsı ‘crown’ 
b. krh,-s-n- ‘horn’?, perhaps Lith. sirsuö ‘hornet’ etc. 


This classification is purely descriptive, intended only to summarize the 
problem. In addition, it may be noted that the r- (no. 3) and n- (no.4) 
formations have traditionally been combined by means of a recon- 
structed heteroclitic neuter r/n stem. 


9.3 At the very outset, two kinds of interpretation of this situation 
come immediately to mind. On the one hand, emphasizing the persist- 
ence of the meaning ‘horn’ among the kor-u and k(e)r-n(o)- forms, 
one could certainly conclude that ‘head’ and ‘horn’ were never con- 
ceived to be the same thing in PIE. On this basis, one could go on to 
argue that pairs like Hitt. kara(uar)/(kit)kar or Gk. wégac/Ved. siras- 
or L. crabr(o)/cerebr(um), although their stem formants may be super- 
ficially identical, actually represent the results of parallel but separate 
derivational processes. With this approach, Hittite -kar and kara-, for 
instance, both reflect A,- stems, but two different ones— with two differ- 
ent derivational histories, two different paradigms and two different 
meanings. Nor is it impossible to produce a hypothesis that could 
accommodate such a state of affairs. In parallel fashion, kth, -0s (Siras-) 
and kerh, -s (4£pac) would be two neuter s- stems famea independ- 
ently of one another, and the semantic distinction between them no 
longer necessarily a problem. Finally, this method (in its most consis- 
tent form anyway) might lead to the reconstruction of two distinct r/n- 
stems or the like lying behind cerebr(um)/Sirsn- on the one hand and 
(6096-)xoaupa/ sirsuö on the other. A hypothesis like this (or parts of 
it) could be supported by showing (on grounds other than the semantic 
considerations themselves) that there 1s reason for reconstructing one 
or more such pairs—i.e. by showing on morphological grounds that 
Hitt. -kar and kara-, for example, or Ved. siras- and Gk. xépag, are not 
likely to be the divergently levelled outcomes of one and the same PIE 
paradigm. 


9.4 Although not carried out in quite so single-minded a fashion, 
the approach just outlined was the one taken in the previous version of 
this study (cf. Preface). It quickly began to seem unsatisfactory, how- 
ever, because of several drawbacks: 


2 But cf. Part V ($$ 73ff.); also Peters Untersuchungen 243, but with note 195. 
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1) There is not a great deal of explanatory power to a hypothesis 
that accounts for every substantival stem that shows up meaning both 
‘head’ and ‘horn’ by reconstructing an entire paradigm for each stem in 
each meaning. 


2) It is uneconomical, possibly requiring as many as six paradigms 
(two A,- stems, two s- stems, two r/n- stems). 


3) There is also a second way in which it lacks economy. It 
requires the assumption of a stem X meaning ‘head’; plus an X + (e)s-, 
also ‘head’; plus X + (e)s + r/n, a third word for ‘head’, all of PIE date 
and with no apparent difference in meaning. Moreover, an analogous 
state of affairs is assumed thereby for the various ‘horn’ formations re- 


flecting (or based on) (e) r(e)A,-. 


4) The scheme is also suspiciously pat and over-symmetrical. It 
suggests that comparable formations (e.g. 4&pa and kara(uar) both 
h,- stems) would somehow be predisposed to make comparable further 
derivatives (e.g. Siras- and xépac), and that these in turn would do like- 
wise (whence cerebrum and (0086)-x09a100 etc.) 


5) The reconstruction of the r/n stem(s) is particularly problemat- 
Ical: 

a) It is difficult to parallel the use of simple -r/n- as a purely 
denominative? secondary (or tertiary) endocentric derivational suffix at 


all, and especially if the formation so interpreted is to be attributed to 
PIE itself. 


b) No &(e)rh,s-r/n- is actually found inflecting as such in any IE 
language‘, and taking such a formation as the starting point makes it 


> Cf. $ 54.3, where it is admitted as a possibility, for the sake of argument, that h,erhzur/ 
-uen- (Gk. &Qove(a)/Arm. harawownk‘) and snéh,ur/-uén- (Av. snaunaro/ Ved. sná- 
van-) might be segmentable (A,erh;u-r/n-, sneh,y-r/n-) from the historical point of 
view. But see also the addendum to $ 54.3, which emphasizes the tenuousness of this 
assumption in the case of /,érh,uy. But even if these two -ur/-uen-stems really were 
made simply by adding -r/n- to pre-existing 4-stems, the resulting formations were 
presumably favored, and perhaps even partly motivated, by their being, when all is said 
and done, verbal abstracts to their respective roots. There is no trace of verbal forms to 
ker-. Beside Arm. oskr (as if < h,ostur) the evidence for a u-stem is feeble (MW 
assen?) or illusory (L. ossua). 

Not in Hittite either, despite the suggestion of Peters Untersuchungen, 230, note 176a 
that a PIE k(e)rh,sy/-sen- first became karhsar/-sanas in Hitt., then assimilated to 
*harhsar, and finally underwent dissimilatory loss of the second A, yielding harsar 
*head'. On the one hand, the assumption of dissimilation of two identical consonants 
that are only identical because of an assimilation in the first place is a weak and unveri- 
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difficult to arrive at either the Gk. paradigm (ndpä/nopähor-) or the 
Vedic paradigm (Sirah/sirsn-) for ‘head’. One would have to suppose 
not only that Greek and Vedic both collapsed two paradigms into one 
(-h,- stem with -), + 5 + r/n- for Gk., -h, + s- with -h, + s + r/n- for 
Vedic), but also that they did so independently, and in such a way that 
the resulting paradigm in each language is completely unique in that 
language (cf. IIIc.). 


c) The reconstruction of a tertiary r/n stem here is disfavored by 
the general morphological tendencies of the relevant semantic category. 
In a fair number of cases, neuter body-part terms in particular may 
acquire n- stem obliques without an r- stem nom.-acc. (type A,est-n- 
‘bone’ cf. § 7.1). And if the neuter oblique krh,sn- ‘head’ is never really 
found with a nom.-acc. in -7, it seems worthwhile at least to consider 
the possibility that this oblique krA,sn- (sirsn-, xp&ax-) ‘head’ is of the 
type h estn- ‘bone’. 

d) It will be suggested below that there is no reflex anywhere of a 
k(e)rh,sr- as such that means ‘head’ (IV), nor a krh,sn- that means 
‘horn’. If not, then the nom.-acc. of an r/n- stem for ‘head’ has no re- 
flexes, and the same can be said of the oblique of an r/n- stem for 
‘horn’. 


9.5 For reasons such as these, the previous proposals regarding 
the double meaning of k(e)r(e)h,(s) (r/n)- have been abandoned. To 
be sure, there was always a second obvious approach available. Namely, 
one could simply suppose (with or without further hypotheses) that any 
given formation in k(e)r(e)h,- (or based on this) was able and even 
liable to have (or acquire) both the meaning ‘horn’ and the meaning 
‘head’ from the beginning. In this case, there would be no morphologi- 
cal reason for the semantic distinction between Gk. x£pag and Ved. 
Siras- or even Hitt. kara(gar) and (kit)kar. One would say that the 
forms with k(e) r(e)h,- simply differed in this respect from those re- 
flecting kor-u and k(e)r-n(o)-, which only mean ‘horn’. 

The situation that would be most favorable to this view would be 
one in which 


fiable hypothesis. In addition, the r/n-stem supposed for harsar would itself be only a 
Hittite creation if, as at least seems possible, harsar ‘head’ belongs with PUG harsi- 
‘pithos’ (whether or not it shows the semantic development seen, e.g., in Latin testa 
‘pot, jug’ > It. testa ‘head’ etc.). Another Hittite r/n-less formation that could belong 
with farsar is hars-umna- ‘headstreams, headwaters’, to which cf. L. caput in the sense 
‘source’ (Lucr. +). 
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1) some account could be given of why it is that the k(e)r(e)h, - 
formations should have a larger semantic domain than kor-u and k(e)r- 


n(0)-; 


2) there could be no objection on morphological grounds to see- 
ing x&pag and Siras-, for example, or kara(uar) and (kit)kar as coming 
from a single reconstructed paradigm; 


3) it could be shown that practically all the formations in question 
do in fact turn up with both meanings. 


9.6 This way of going about giving an account of the k(e)r(e)h,- 
forms and their semantics is the one taken recently by M. Peters 
( Untersuchungen zur Vertretung der idg. Laryngale im Griechischen)? in a 
discussion of the relevant data in Greek. The basic elements of Peters’ 
proposals are: 


1) Greek inherited a proterokinetic feminine /,-stem kerh,/kreh,-s 
(p. 232), a neuter s-stem derivative kerh,es- (pp. 231, 232), and a neuter 
r/n stem kerh,-s-r/krh,-s-En- (pp.229—30, 235 ff.) as well. 


2) They could all have or acquire the meaning ‘head’ as well as 
‘horn’ (pp. 230, 231, 242) °. 


3) The fem. kerh,/kreh,-s (cf. no.1 above) generalized the longer 
Lindeman’s Law variant of the oblique (kreh, - ), and thus became kara/ 


5 Peters Untersuchungen 238-86. In May of 1981, a few days after the completion of the 
draft of this revision (cf. Preface), I was able to see a copy of Martin Peters’ mono- 
graph. I definitely did not wish to ignore Peters’ views, but I was at that point simply 
unable to recast large sections of the draft in such a way that his proposals might be 
taken account of each in its proper place in my own organization of the discussion. 
For this reason, I adopted a compromise solution. Here in $ 9.6 has been inserted a 
systematic, if rather general, summary and discussion of Peters’ point of view on the 
matters on which our interests overlap. In the remainder of the work, I have taken 
note of some of the more specific points by adding footnotes and substituting new 
ones for footnotes already planned. I have not, however, made an attempt to refer to 
Peters on every single point about which both he and I have had something to say. In 
particular, any views expressed in the 1976 version (cf. Preface), but subsequently 
altered or abandoned by me, and then objected to by Peters have in general been sim- 
ply considered moot points here, and so passed over in silence. 

In the 1976 version (cf. Preface), it was supposed (345f.) that a A,-stem collective 
meaning ‘bony substance of, in, or on the head’ might adopt the meaning ‘skull’ in one 
language and the meaning *"Gehórn' in another. But never was there any suggestion 
that it had or acquired both these meanings either in PIE or any IE language. And in 
any case, it would not follow that the more complex (-s- and -s-r/n-) formations 
should also simply be endowed with two meanings. 


o 
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karas etc. in Gk. (p.232)7. This feminine eventually became neuter, 
however (pp. 231, 242; cf. no. 6 below), and was semantically specialized 
in the direction ‘head’. 


4) the neuter kerh, s/kerh, es- ‘head; horn(s)’ is continued in Gk. by 
«épac, semantically specialized in the other direction—‘horn’ (pp.231, 
235). 


5) The neuter r/n stem became kfh,sr/krh,snös and eventually 
proto-Gk. körahar (krahar)/kraha/at- ‘head; horn(s)’ (pp.244ff.), and 
the double meaning for this paradigm was kept in Gk. for as long a 
time as it continued to inflect as an r/n stem (p.242). 


6) At a certain point, however, this 7/2 stem (still with both mean- 
ings) split into two paradigms (p.242). On the one hand, nom.-acc. 
krahor sexved as the starting point for the creation of a neuter r- stem 
paradigm which was restricted to the meaning ‘horn(s)’ (p.242). This 
(new) lexical item is most directly reflected by the Mycenaean -karaor- 
compounds (which are determinative—pp. 235 ff.—e.g. seremo-karaore 
‘with seremo-horn(s)’ cf.IV). On the other hand, oblique krahat- was 
restricted to the meaning ‘head’ (p.242) and, now lacking a nom.-acc., 
was suppleted in this meaning by the nom. sg. of the old fem. (cf. no. 3 
above) kara, which became neuter and was analogically introduced as 
acc. sg. as well - thus nom.-acc. kara/ oblique krahat- (p.242). 


7) Forms like vaú-xoðooç ‘captain (of a division of citizens)’ are 
determinative compounds with a second member -xeüeog, which itself 
is a “sexualized” form (with -o-) of the n.-a. of the original r/n stem 
(p. 242); and it may be assumed that these compounds (or their models) 
were formed before the neut. r/n- stem nom.-acc. in -r was restricted to 
the meaning ‘horn(s)’ (p.243)®. Similarly, the semantic distinction 


7 4060-1£00v, KENO-PbyErov, and xoao-tfjpia contain the old gen-abl kr-eh, -s accord- 
ing to Peters (Untersuchungen, 232 ff.), and xoatndAn the old loc. kr-eh, -i ( Untersu- 
chungen, 234 with further reference to Frisk GEW 3,136). Because of the correspond- 
ence of xoàat- to Ved. Sirsn-, however, one may doubt that the A,-stem oblique forms 
that once belonged with (the ancestor of) xápa survived long enough to be put into 
compounds and derivatives of clearly Greek date (see Ullc.). On «oaunóAn, in any 
case, cf. $ 24.1; on xonobyetov $ 24.5. If xoóo-(xe60v) and xoao-(tjpwx) have any- 
thing to do with xoa at all, it would in any case seem possible (and safer) to see the 
XQG&o- as an adverbial formation -— e. g. Eyxat- ‘entrails’ : &yxäg ‘deep within’ = xoáa- 
:4QüÓc (> xQüo-; cf. «paàat- > Attic xpät-); less directly could be compared Gyx@v 
‘(crook of the) arm’ : &yxác ‘in(to) the arms’. 

If I understand this point correctly, it is that a derivative of the 7/n-stem (with two 
meanings) was itself capable of having both meanings and could become semantically 
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between (6096-)«patoa “(straight-)horned’ and (jut-)xoatoa ‘(half-)- 
head’ can be accounted for by assuming that the preform of -xoatoa 
originated before the paradigmatic and semantic split of the r/n stem 
for ‘head; horn(s) (pp. 249f.). 


8) On the other side, the outcome of the original oblique Árh,sn- 
was restricted to the meaning ‘head’ after the paradigm split (so «pàat- 
‘head’, xáonv-a ‘heads, peaks’, «pav-iov ‘skull, head’ etc., p. 246)?. 


9) Of the two paradigms that result from the split of the original 
r/n stem, krahar/-aros ‘horn’ is found only in Myc. -karaor-, while kara/ 
kraha/at-/kdrahna lasted longer and are found in post- Myc. poetic lan- 
guage(s). 


9.7.1 An approach of this sort has an inherent advantage over the 
one described earlier ($ 9.3). It is more economical in that it operates 
with only three paradigms: a -A,- stem, a -h,--s- stem, and a 
-h, + s + r/n- stem. 

But in other respects there is no improvement. We still have three 
separate formations (cf. § 9.4 no. 3), all attributed to PIE, and each a 
derivative (or rather an expansion) of the last, which are virtually syn- 
onyms. And they are synonyms in the special sense that they are simply 
endowed with (or said to acquire) either the meaning ‘head’, or the 
meaning ‘horn’, or both in any given case. These three paradigms coex- 
ist until they undergo semantic specialization in the individual lan- 
guages. Quite apart from the semantics, this remains uneconomical, and 
a solution that did not presuppose so many formations for the starting 
point would be preferable (at least in this respect) if one could be 
found. 


9.7.2.1 An r/n- stem of the sort envisioned in the account sum- 
marized in $9.6 does not meet the general objections already made 
(S 9.4, no.6a, b, c) to this reconstruction. More particularly, there are 
two points to be made here. 

The first concerns the basis for the r/n- stem. It is explicitly stated 
by Peters that this reconstruction is to be adopted because 


specialized in either direction regardless of the direction of the semantic specializa- 
tion undergone by its derivational basis. 

9 Peters does mention as a possibility (243 note 195) that Hsch. xagava’ tv aiya 
might point to a krh,sn- in the meaning ‘horn’, but also proposes an alternative expla- 
nation of the form. Cf. $ 49.6c note 21 below. 
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a) the stems &(e)rh,s(e)r- and k(e)rh,s(e) n- are both found with 
meanings in the *head"/horn' area (pp. 228-30); 

b) an r- stem which is neither a root noun nor a formation in -ter- 
is necessarily neuter, and more specifically the nom.-acc. of a hetero- 
clite in r/n (pp.185, 229). 

The second of these statements cannot be maintained (cf. $$ 67, 
68) *°. The first of them is, of course, a descriptive fact, but there is little 
reason to combine the r- stem with the n- stem by way of a heteroclite 
once it is made clear (III b, IV) that they are in semantic complementary 
distribution with one another. The n- stem, found in several branches, 
never means anything but ‘head’ while the 7- stem, found as such only 
in Greek, never simply means ‘head’. 


9.7.2.2 It is also still difficult to begin with an 7/n- stem and arrive 
at the actual Greek and Vedic paradigms for ‘head’, since this requires 
the independent formation of two unique suppletive paradigms. The 
difficulties increase as soon as the actual details of these hypothetical 
developments begin to be dealt with: 


a) For Vedic, what is particularly troublesome is the combination 
of two propositions: 


1) that the ‘head’ paradigm is made up of the nom.-acc. of a for- 
merly full s- stem paradigm and the oblique of a former r/n- stem; 


2) that the s- stem in question lies behind both Ved. strah and Gk. 
xÉpac. 

If the Ved. and Gk. s- stems are to be united, it should almost cer- 
tainly be by way of a paradigm kerh,-s/kerh,-s-es etc, or at most a 
kerh,-s/kerh,-es-es etc. Neut. s-stems formed already in PIE with a 
structure CeRH- or CeuH- before the -(e)s- suffix do not seem to 
have acquired a nom.-acc. in -os at an early stage (cf. Gk. y&pag ‘per- 
quisite’, néoagç itself, xo£ac ‘(piece of) flesh! = RV kravih, Av tauuis 
‘strength’, and s/airi ‘layer of straw’; and also see § 41.2 below). [*] If 
one starts from the first of the alternatives above (invariant kerh,-s-), 
there is no source for the -as of Sirah. Combining the Gk. and Vedic s- 
stems therefore requires the second (with -s/-es- suffix ablaut), 


10 Peters himself reconstructs a PIE r-stem A,usér (> OO cf. Hot, ñÉotoç) on p.34 and a 
h,idher (aiðńp) on 78f. Masc. and fem. forms of r-stem adjectives also constitute 
r-stem forms that are neither root-stems nor kinship terms nor agent nouns but still 
are not neuter r/n-stem nom-accusatives. Here would belong PIE k*etuor-es ‘four’, 
and in Gk. itself uäxap. In any case, cf. § 68. 
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although this is not demonstrable, strictly speaking, for the group of 
formations in question. But in any case, it certainly means that the zero 
grade of Sirah is an innovation, presumably amounting to the generali- 
zation of the zero grade reflected in firsn-". 

This, in turn, requires that the generalization occurred before the 
laryngeals of the pre-forms were lost, and therefore that the suppletive 
paradigm was also created before the elimination of 4,. For in order to 
assume the levelling with which we are now operating, it would cer- 
tainly be a prerequisite that the suppletive paradigm had already come 
into existence (and that the oblique s- stem forms had already been 
eliminated) when the levelling occurred. The substitution of zero for 
full grade root vocalism in a neuter s- stem which was still inflectable as 
an s- stem throughout is much less likely to have occurred. 

After the establishment of a suppletive paradigm kerh,-s/krh,-s-n-, 
we may possibly explain the introduction of krA,- (or £rH-) into the 
nom.-acc., but now there is no source of the required -os (or -as) of the 
nom.-acc. that may be safely invoked. We might be able to get as far as 
a krh,-s/krh,-s-n- (&rHs/srHs-n-), but there is no reason why this would 
not simply be kept (cf. döh/dos-n- ‘forearm’, yith/yiis-n- ‘soup’). 

This necessitates further complexities. We must now say that 
kerh,-s/kerh,- es- first became kerh,-os/kerh,-es- (or sarH-as/SarH-as-) 
—i.e. a ‘normal’ neuter s- stem. Only then was the suppletive paradigm 
formed (and the obliques of the s- stem eliminated). The resulting 
kerh,-os (SarH-as)/krh,-s-n- ($rH-s-n-) then generalized root zero 
grade. Now the account depends on one indemonstrable premise: the 
starting point kerh,-s/kerh,-es-; and one unlikely one: the early transfor- 
mation of the original sas dm to kerh,-os/kerh,-es- or SarH-as/sarH- 
as-, which is at least exceptional in view of stairis, taunis, kravíh/xo£ac as 
above. Even if it is thought possible that some CeRH-s formations were 
remodelled to normal -as- stems in I-Ir. or Indic, this is not likely to 
have happened until laryngeals had been eliminated. If CeRH-s (CeuH-s) 
formations were liable to normalization before this, it is difficult to 
explain the existence of a special CeRH-s/CeuH-s type in the first place. 
After laryngeal loss, one could at least invoke the irregular look of an 
I-Ir. CaRa-s/CaR-as- (if indeed this even existed) and the coincidence 
of the oblique structure with that of s- stems from CaC- roots. 

It would therefore seem that even if one gives this scheme the ben- 
efit of every doubt, it leads to self-contradiction when the details are 


! So Peters Untersuchungen, 231. Also Schmidt Neutra, 364. 
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worked out. On the one hand, it seems most acceptable if the introduc- 
tion of -os (-as) into the n-a of the s- stem kerh, -s (n&pacc) precedes the 
formation of a suppletive paradigm and if this, in turn, precedes the lar- 
yngeal loss. But at the same time, the remodelling of the n-a (the first 
development), if it is to be assumed at all, can be best maintained if it 
follows laryngeal loss (the third development). It would seem worth- 
while to try a different approach to the Vedic paradigm altogether. 

b) As the starting point for the Greek paradigm of ‘head’, an r/n 
stem is still more problematical. If xéea goes back to a fem. 
kerh,/kreh,- ($9.6 nos.1, 3) which first gave rise to a fem. xG0G/ 
*udodc etc., and if oblique xpüat- is originally the oblique of a neut. 
r/n stem that has been disengaged from its old nom.-acc. by a paradig- 
matic and semantic split ($ 9.6 no.6), then the situation that immedi- 
ately preceded the formation of the suppletive paradigm «é6oü/xpaac- 
was a fem. xaQà/*xagpüc/*xapgqQ/*xapgüv which meant (or could 
mean) ‘head’ beside a neut. obl. xpüat- which also meant ‘head’, but 
lacked a nom.-acc. 

Under these circumstances, it is difficult to see any explanation for 
the failure of the perfectly normal and viable fem. d- stem simply to 
take over as the word for ‘head’. And this becomes especially difficult if 
the formation of the suppletive paradigm 1s to have involved the switch 
of an ä- stem from fem. to neut. Changes in gender definitely do occur, 
but the connection between 4- stems and feminine (or at least non-neu- 
ter) gender is so automatic"? that it is hard to imagine (and impossible 
to parallel) the switch of an @- stem from fem. to neut.—- particularly if, 
in this case, there must have been the alternative of simply keeping the 
paradigm (xagà/*xapüg etc.) whose gender and inflection were syn- 
chronically perfectly in order, and supported by a virtual synonym in 
the same morphological category (xepadn). If anything, the neuter 
gender of xäpü is a reason for seeing the formation that it reflects as 
neuter from the first. It remains to be seen whether an eventual neuter 
à- stem can be accounted for in PIE terms better than in Greek. 

c) For both Greek «ápà/xoàat- and Vedic Siras/strsn-, it may be 
pointed out that assuming the formation of a suppletive paradigm out 
of two originally independent ones does not in itself furnish any expla- 
nation for the disappearance of the full inflection of the paradigm that 
suppletes (in the nom.-acc.) the defective n- stem krh,sn- (oblique 
only). In the Vedic word for ‘mouth’, for example, the stems ãs- and äs- 


12 xAon itself eventually is used as a feminine (e.g. tfjg x&pnc Call.). 
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n- form oblique cases only (RV inst. a5-4/as-n-a, g-abl. ds-ds/as-n-ds, 
dat. as-n-é, loc. as-án- (1), inst. pl. as-á-bhis). In the nom.-acc. sg., how- 
ever, d$-(n-) is suppleted by äs-iyam. But this does not prevent the stem 
as-iya- from forming oblique case forms of its own: inst. asíyena, abl. 
äsiyät, loc. asíye. It is therefore one thing to say that Gk. xgàa- lost its 
nom.-acc. and that this was supplied from a X&pà/*wápàc (however 
doubtful this may be in view of the gender situation). But it 1s quite 
another to explain the elimination of the oblique forms *xápüg/ 
*xGoG. It is all made even more difficult by the fact that in Vedic too 
there is no apparent explanation of the elimination of the oblique forms 
of the formation (s£ras-) that suppletes oblique sirsn-. As will be sug- 
gested more fully below (III c), this all points to a comparison of Vedic 
Stras/Sirsn- not with suppletive asiyam/as-(n-), but rather with the type 
dóh/dos-n- ‘forearm’ or, more generally, with the type asth(i)/asth-n- 
‘bone’ ($ 54.2 ff), where the original oblique stem has been expanded 
by -n-. 


9.7.2.3 A further difficulty with an r/n stem that means both 
‘horn’ and ‘head’ (Š 9.6) is that there is a certain amount of “overkill” 
inherent in this reconstruction. It will be suggested below (IIb, IV) 
that there is no plausible evidence in any IE language for a krh,s-(e)r- 
simply meaning ‘head’ nor for a Árh,s-(e)n- meaning ‘horn’ (cf. 
§ 9.7.2.1). 


9.7.3.1 The most fundamental drawback of an account like the 
one summarized above ($ 9.6), however, is in the semantic area. If we 
simply make it a premise that all the formations in the group k(e)r- 
(e)A,(s) (r/n), unlike kor-u- and k(e)r-n(o)-, could mean both ‘horn’ 


and ‘head’ at the same time, there are undesirable consequences. 


1. An explanation for this situation 1s still entirely lacking. Our 
premise amounts to a description of the data. 


2. We must resign ourselves to accepting semantic developments 
that are completely random even for a single formation within a single 
language, although another formation in the relevant group may 
behave with complete consistency. 

As far as Greek is concerned, the kind of account under discussion 
(§ 9.5ff.) would suggest, for example, that a neut. n-a krahr ‘head; 
horn(s)’ was restricted to ‘horn(s)’ ($ 9.6 nos. 5, 6), while its endocentric 
derivative seen in (vad)-xpäpog ‘captain’ developed in the other direc- 
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tion to ‘head’ (Š 9.6 no.7), and in fem. compounds -xpaıpa was partly 
specialized in one meaning (e.g. ó006-x0010a ‘straight-horned’) and 
partly in the other (Nui-xpaupo ‘half the head’ $ 9.6 no.7). 

This already raises the question of what these compounds actually 
meant when they (or their models) were formed. Something like vad- 
xpaP0G surely presupposes ‘head’ for the second member. But if the 
(unattested) simplex xpaàgoog did not necessarily imply this any more 
than it implied *horn(s) in the first instance, one might wonder how 
realistic the assumption of such a second member in such a compound 
is in the first place. As to the divergent specializations undergone by 
krahr and (the pre-form of) -xpäpog, one might indeed argue that the 
two were no longer synchronically ıdentifiable as the neuter and masc. 
versions of a word for ‘head; horn(s)’ when the semantic specializations 
occurred. But it is less clear how one compound in -xoatoa that could 
mean both ‘-horn(ed)’ and ‘-head(ed)’ would fail to be synchronically 
identified with another -4poipaà compound, so that each could go its 
Own way. 

No matter bow one deals with such questions, the fact remains 
that this randomness is entirely restricted in Greek to the krh,sr(o)- 
formations. The formation represented by xá&pà always means ‘head’, 
both as a simplex and in compounds (some of which are synchronically 
unanalyzable and have been for a long time). Likewise, x&pag and its 
derivatives consistently mean ‘horn’, and the numerous reflexes and 
derivatives of krh,sn- in Greek presuppose ‘head’ without exception. 
Consequently, attributing both the meaning ‘head’ and the meaning 
‘horn(s)’ to all of the formations in k(e) r(e)h,(s) (r/n), not only makes 
the krh,sr(o)- forms semantically unpredictable, but makes the consis- 
tent behavior of all the others into a long series of coincidences. 


9.7.3.2 There is evidence (cf. $$ 10-16 below) that the #,- stem 
k(e) r-(e) h,-, when it does not mean ‘head’, does not mean ‘horn’ as an 
object either, but rather ‘horn’ as a material. If assigning the two mean- 
ings “head (object)’ and ‘horn (object)’ to a single lexical item is diffi- 
cult, assigning ‘head (object) and ‘horn (material) is even more so. 

There is also plausible evidence of a kérh,o- ‘head’ (§ 33), which 
shows the formal characteristics of an exocentric derivative. This would 
show at the very least that not all the words for ‘head’ in this group 
need be thought to have acquired this meaning by semantic specializa- 
tion. Instead, it would seem to provide a case in which a word for ‘head’ 
has this meaning by virtue of being an exocentric derivative of some A,- 
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stem. It would seem advisable to take advantage of this in the interpre- 
tation of Gk. x&o% and Hitt. (kit) kar. 


9.8 The objections to which both the account in $ 9.3 and the one 
in Š 9.5 f. are open make it necessary to look for something more satis- 
factory. If these objections are to be met, our strategy should be 


1) to operate with the smallest possible number of formations 
overall (Š 9.4 nos. 1, 2); 


2) to avoid in particular the reconstruction of three or more inde- 
pendent paradigms that are virtually synonyms ($$ 9.4 no.3, 9.7.1); 


3) to dispense with the assumption (if at all possible) that the 
Greek and Vedic paradigms of their respective words for ‘head’ both 
actually result from the independent combination of two paradigms 
into one: -A, plus -h,-s-n- for Greek and -A,-s plus -A,-s-n- for Vedic 
(§§ 9.4 no. 5 b, 9.7.2). In both languages this raises very serious difficult- 
les and has unattractive prerequisites (cf. no.2 just above); 


4) to attempt to explain the unique Greek paradigm (x&pa/ 
xQüa-) and the unique Vedic paradigm (Siras/Strsn-) in such a way that 
their agreement on oblique krh,sn- is not entirely coincidental—even if 
the two languages formed their respective paradigms independently to 
some extent; 


5) to give an account of why the (e) r(e)h,(s)(r/n) formations, 
descriptively speaking, mean both ‘head’ and ‘horn’, while kor-u- and 
k(e)r-n(o)- mean ‘horn’ only. This is perhaps the most essential 
requirement for an acceptable overall solution. It will not do simply to 
take this for granted ($ 9.7.3). 


^ 


10.1 With these guidelines in mind, we may turn to the forms with 
apparent kerh,- ‚starting with Hittite ka-ra-a-ua-ar (/ karauar/ or / krauar/) 
‘horn(s), Gehórn'. That the root is the same ker- found elsewhere in 
words for ‘horn’ is practically unavoidable as a starting point for fur- 
ther analysis. It is the further analysis that is in question. A promising 
approach to this has been taken by H. Eichner ">. 

There are four known Hittite nouns in -auar : karauar, partäuar 
‘Flügel’, asauar Hürde’, harsauar ‘Feldbau’. They differ from the major- 
ity of Hittite nouns in -uar in that the oblique cases of the small -Zuar 
group are in -aun- (e.g. har-Sa-ua-ar/har-sa--na-as) as opposed to the 


3 MSS 31, 92 n.35. 
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-uar/-uas of the more frequent (and usually deverbative) type. The 
attested oblique forms of karauar itself include the loc. ga-ra-u-ni[- 
(KBo. XVII 3 + TI 26) ^, indicating that the word may safely be classi- 
fied as a member of this small group (cf. a-sa-u-ni KUB XIII 5 II 22: 
asayar). In any case, the segmentation suggested by the situation within 
Hittite is k(a)r-änar, i.e. the anit k(e)r- of the other languages plus an 
-auar. The anit root is suggested by kar- (rather than *karh-) and the 
-Anar is identifiable as a suffix elsewhere in Hittite. 


10.2 The outlines of a probable further analysis of this -auar suf- 
fix have already been indicated by Eichner (n.13). The segmentation 
that operates with the fewest hypothetical and unverifiable assumptions 
is -4-uar"®. It only remains to identify the -@- to which the complex r/n 
suffix -war/-un- has been added. Eichner proposes -a- < -eh,- (on the 
phonology see below), and this is the only real possibility. The Hittite 
-äyar formations may all be plausibly interpreted as remodellings of 
abstracts or collectives, and -eh,- is therefore not out of place in any of 
these cases. In particular, two are clearly deverbative (asayar ‘animal 
pen’ : aizi ‘remains’; harsauar ‘agriculture’ : harszi ‘plow’), and the other 
two look (at least most immediately) denominative (karauar and par- 
tawar wing). To asā- and harsa-, interpreted as verbal abstracts in -eh,-, 
one may compare either the o- grade type Gk. àysíoo ‘collect’ : dyood 
‘(place of) assembly’, x&@ ‘pour’ : xof| ‘libation’ etc., L. tego ‘cover’ : 
toga and so forth, or the zero-grade type Gk. qeóyo ‘flee’ : puyñ 


^ StBT 8, 34 (IIL41). Cf. Neu Lok, 21. Also inst. pl. SLHLA-asda (KUB XLIII 60 I 19), 
which presumably writes karaunta. Cf. Melchert Abl and Inst, 449. 

15 The other main theoretical possibility is the assumption of a kr-on- 7 Or kr-ou-ör, with 
the £r-og- of Gk. öi-xgoF-o- plus -r/n-. But this is unattractive: 


a) simple -r/n- as a secondary denominative suffix has a doubtful status at best (cf. 
note 3 to this section), at least for PIE itself. 

b) in those rare cases in which a segmentable -s-(e)r/-u-(e)n- in particular could be 
assumed (e.g. Av. snduuara/Ved. snavan- ‘sinew’ vs. Av. snaun-iia- ‘made of 
sinew’), the salient characteristic of the resulting formation is that the -4- has zero 
grade throughout the paradigm. We might thus expect k(e) r-u-r or (e) r-4-07, but 
not really kr-oy-r/ kr-ou-ór. 

Even if secondary denominative -r/n- is more plausible as an inner-Hittite formant 

than it is for PIE, the most straightforward analysis of karayar in Hittite terms is not 

kroy- r/ krou-ör either (see the rest of $ 10). 

kr-o- ur is fairly well ruled out by the absence of any comparative evidence supporting 

a thematic formation made directly to this root. A &r-eh,- on the other hand is well- 

parallelled. 
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‘flight’ (cf. L. fugere : fuga), Goth. wilwan ‘steal’ : wulwa ‘theft’ etc. 
Hittite asa-(uar) and harsa-(uar) might then formally represent either 
h,os-eh,/Hors-eh, or h,(a)s-eh,/Hrs-eh,. Functionally, the concretization 
in meaning of verbal abstracts - particularly apparent in asa-(yar)-is an 
extremely common development, and not only for -eh,- abstracts (toga 
above is an especially clear example), but for other types of verbal 
abstracts as well. From the root of asa-uar and as-zi (h,es-) Indo-Ira- 
nian has the neuter as-ta-" (RV ásta- ‘home, homestead’; Av. asta- 
(dog's) lair, kennel’). This is probably in the first instance simply an 
abstract of one of two types. It may either be compared to Gmc. 
murPan (< mftom: Olc., OE mord ‘murder’—cf. Skt. mytám ‘death’) 
and Indo-Iranian uktam (< uk*töm: G Av. uxóa- = RV ukthám ‘utter- 
ance’), or to the type with full grade root-e.g. Av. sraotam = Olc. 
hljod ‘(act of) hearing, listening’ < kleutom. In either case, the concreti- 
zation of ásta- is exactly parallel to that of asā- (uar). The same inter- 
pretation may be applied to deverbative harsa-nar, as from H(o)rs- 
eh, + uor. Here it may be of some interest to note in addition that a syn- 
onymous root in Indo-Iranian (kars- ‘plow < k#els- cf. Greek téAcov 
‘headland’) makes both a deverbative -eh,- stem (Av. karsa- ‘land 
bounded by furrows’) and a -ur/-uen- stem (Av. karsuuara/karsuuan 
‘region, Erdteil’). To the latter of course, one may in turn compare the 
-ur/-wen- derivative of yet a third verbal root for ‘plow’: h,erh,-ur/-uen-, 
directly continued by Olr. arbor/arbae ‘corn’ and indirecdy by Gk. 
ü&povpa and Arm. harawownk‘ (h,erh,-uon-). Given these parallels, one 
might even imagine that hars-a-uar ultimately represents a trivial kind 
of contamination of -eh,- and -uór/-un- formations, and that the result- 
ing -a-uar/-a-un- (with no great productivity in general in Hittite) was 
spread to one other agricultural term-thus the abstract-collective asa 
+ uar, eventually with semantic concretization. But this can only be 
considered a possibility. The point to be retained is simply the plausibil- 
ity of the interpretation -4 + yar for these two forms. 


10.3 The same interpretation, however, can easily be applied to 
partáuar ‘wing’. The root is certainly that of por-no- ‘wing, feather’ ($7 
above). From the same root we have Slavic pero ‘feather’ (OCS, ORuss. 
pero etc.). This perom (:*per- ‘cross, fly’) seems to be a specialized ver- 


7 This I-Ir as-ta- could also reflect ys-żo-, with the root of Ved. násate ‘betake oneself’, 
Gk. véouau ‘return’ (so, e.g., Pokorny JEW 766, Mayrhofer KEWAi 1.66, 2.146—7). In 
either case, however, asta- is a concretized verbal abstract and the main point is 
unchanged. 
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bal noun of the type L. serum ‘whey’ : *ser- ‘flow’ and Olc. hvel = 
OPr. kelan ‘wheel’ : k*el- ‘turn’. 

Just as I-Ir. as-ta- (original abstract > ‘dwelling place’) is matched 
by Hittite as-a+ uar (abstract > “cattle pen’), so Slavic pero (vbl. noun 
> ‘wing’) appears to have a correspondent in Hittite par-ta + uar. The 
underlying abstract in the Hittite form, deverbative in any event, may 
either have a zero grade (parta- < pr-tä-) and formally correspond to, 
e.g, Gk. onáotn ‘rope’ (spr-ta; cf. onetoa ‘coil’ < sper-ih,), or else an 
o- grade (por-ta-). Comparable in the latter case would be Gk. xoitn 
‘bed’ ( : netta lies’) etc.18 


10.4 To sum up, we can say at the very least that if the members of 
the small and unproductive Hittite -auar/-aun-group are to have a start- 
ing point in common at all, it is most likely to have been that they are 
-eh,- stems which have been extended by -yar and concretized in mean- 
ing. As to the special circumstances that led to the addition of -yar to 
these few -eh,- stems, but not to others (e.g. hasa- ‘hearth’ : L. ara, 
Osc. aasai?), we may only speculate (cf. in any case the remarks above 
concerning harsauar). 


11.1 If k(a)rayar is to be interpreted in the same way as the other 
members of the -auar/-aun- class, then it reflects a k(a)r-4+ uar, an -a- 
(-eh,-) stem kr-eh, or krr-eh,*? (alternants by Lindeman's Law?) which 
has been further suffixed within Hittite by -yar only after the loss of 
final À, had yielded k(a)ra21. Thus k(r)r-eh, > k(a)ra; k(a)ra+ uar > 


k(a)rauar. 


18 Abstracts of per- ‘traverse, fly’ are found concretized with notable regularity. In addi- 
tion to OCS pero ‘feather’ (< abstract perom), already mentioned, there are Latin 
porta ‘passage, gate’ (prta or porta) and portus ‘door’ (XII Tab), ‘harbor’ (priu—cf. e.g. 
OHG furt, OE ford ford’), OE for in the meaning ‘cart, wagon’ (pora), and redupli- 
cated Balto-Slavic paparti- / papartia- ‘fern’ (cf. Trautmann BS/W, 206). 

19 Naturally, a koreh, could also be considered a possibility—at least in that it would pose 
no phonological problem. But this would imply fairly strongly, given our hypothesis 
that the Hittite -ayar type represents extended A,-stems, that this koreh, should be of 
the yor, toga type (Š 10.2). And although it is perfectly possible that asauar and khar- 
Sayar (made from roots that also supply primary-looking verbs) do in fact represent 
-yar extensions of abstracts of precisely that kind, an identical analysis could be 
applied to kardyar only with difficulty, since nowhere is there any real trace of verbal 
formations made to this root. 

In contrast, a kr-eh,-/kyr-eh,~ for Hittite can be straightforwardly aligned with 
what comparative evidence is to be found elsewhere ($ 12). 
2 NTS: 20, 384. 
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This Hittite form indicates not that there was a set kerh,- beside 
the anit ker(-n(o)- and -u-) in the semantic area ‘horn’, but rather that 
the ‘horn’ group included three stems: kor-u-, k(e)r-n(o)- and 
k(e)r-(e) h,-. The analysis of Hittite -ãyar into -ã- (< -eh,-) plus -yar 
points clearly in that direction. At first. glance, one could still consider 
the possibility that although the Hittite suffix -auar is to be analyzed 
this way, it was only secondarily extended to karauar ‘horn(s)’ (presu- 
mably from partauar ‘wing’). But to single out one member of a small 
and unproductive class in this way without any positive reason for 
doing so is a completely arbitrary procedure. Furthermore, the kar- 
(root noun &(e)r-?) thus implied is conmpletely without comparative 
support, while an @- stem k(e) r-(e)h,- ıs directly or indirectly attested 
in Greek, Indo-Iranıan and probably Latın (details below). 


11.2 As valuable as Hittite kara(yar) ‘horn(s)’ may be in pointing 
to a kr-eh,-/kr-eh,-, it provides no direct information on a number of 
further points. Since the form is only the derivative of an -eh,- stem, 
little can be concluded, strictly speaking, concerning the gender, the 
inflection, and the precise semantics of the -eh,- stem itself. But 
although firm conclusions are beyond our reach, some hypotheses 
regarding these questions may at least be considered safer than others 
if they are framed on the basis of the indications offered by the -auar/ 
-aun- class as a whole. 

If, in other words, it is unattractive to give karanar a derivational 
history that is utterly distinct from that of its only parallels, we would 
say that the best guess, with respect to stem formation, inflection and 
gender, is that the kara- in which we are interested was (or became) an 
-4- stem in Hittite. Furthermore, we would suppose that this a- stem 
karä-, before the addition of -yar/-un-, probably belonged to the same 
morphological category as did partá-(war) ‘wing’ in particular. More 
specifically, this would mean that kara- came to be a member of the 
group of Hittite formations that otherwise (parta-, asa-, harsa-) seem to 
go back to the kind of PIE -eh,- stem that lies behind feminine z- 
stems in other IE languages. This, in turn, implies a nom. sg. k(a)rah, 
or k(a)rà at a relatively early date, but not necessarily, of course, the 
analysis -a-h, (< -e-h,) that one would be inclined to give to p(o)r-te-h, 
(partä-uar) in particular. There is no reason to take &(a)rah,/k(a)ra as 
a verbal abstract in origin. 


21 This seems to have happened only within the history of Hittite itself, since Palaic may 
still preserve final laryngeals (Watkins, Flex. und Wortbildung, 358 {f.). 
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Finally, it would seem that not much semantic content need be 
attributed to the -uar/-un- by which these -stems have been expanded. 
The abstracts parta-, asā- and harsa- could, in theory ($ 10.2), have the 
meanings ‘wing’, ‘pen’ and ‘agriculture’ all by themselves. Furthermore, 
as already noted, harsa-uar is vaguely reminiscent of Av. kars-uuara 
‘region’ and of PIE A,erh,-ur (S 10.2). And more to the point, it is con- 
ceivable that kara-uar owes its -uar to partauar (cf. § 7.3). If, in any 
case, it seems reasonable to see the -Zuar formations as expansions of 
this sort, we would be led to think that karā- itself had a meaning in the 
general area of ‘horn’. 

To summarize, it would appear that the path of least resistance in 
the analysis of karayar lies in taking it to be an inner-Hittite expansion 
of a (feminine?) formation in -eh,- (krr-eh,) that meant ‘horn’ in one 
way or another. 


12.1 For anything further, additional evidence is needed. This is 
available in Indo-Iranian, Latin, and especially Greek. There is also 
more Hittite evidence to consider. 

An exact morphological and semantic match for Hittite &ara(uar) 
—a noun in &(e)r-(e)h,- with a meaning more like ‘horn’ than *head'- is 
found in Greek. It appears in Mycenaean only (and just possibly as a 
Homeric archaism). Since the relevant forms have not been utilized as 
evidence bearing on this problem, the details of their attestation may be 
given here. 


12.2 The text of KN Ra 984 + fr., one of the Knossos sword-tab- 
lets, is given as follows 22: 
.1 ]pa-te, dede-me-na, [ 
.2 ]zo-wa, e-pi-zo-ta, ke-ra, de-de-‘me-na’ PUG [ 
The perf. participle dedemeno- ‘bound’ ( : pf. 8éóguat, pres. 6$0/ 
Sinu), which occurs here twice, is otherwise found securely attested in 
Mycenaean in two chariot-wheel tablets from Pylos 2: 
Sa 287 a-ku-ro, de-de-me-no, ROTA ZE 1 [ 
‘a pair (of) wheels bound with silver’ 
Sa 794 ka-ko, de-de-me-no, no-pe-re-e, ROTA ZE 1 [ 
‘a useless pair (of) wheels bound with bronze’ 
These are writings of arguröi dedemenö and khalköi dedemenö respec- 
tively (‘bound with silver/bronze’), with the dual of the participle for 


22 Kn Tablets, 267. 
23 Also Ra 7498? 
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the single pair of wheels in each case. The meaning is sure, and for 
wheels ‘bound’ with metal one may compare KN So 894 (Knossos char- 
iot wheels), which contains the phrase ... ka-ko-de-ta ROTA ZE [... x 
pairs (of) bronze-bound (khalko-deta) wheels’. 

In any case, the two Pylos tablets above show that the syntax to be 
expected in Ra 984 is the dat.-inst. of the material with which the 
swords (or the hilts) are bound plus the participle dedemeno-. For the 
‘binding’ of swords cf. O 713 ... g&oyava (xaX) ueAóvoesa Il... [*] 
This makes it likely, as has been suggested before?^, that Ra 984.2 is to 
be restored as e-re-/pa-te de-de-me-na = elephantei dedemena ‘bound 
with ivory’, and it may be noted that Ra 1028, a fragmentary Knossos 
sword tablet?°, does at least have a full e-re-pa-te in its first line?®. But 
this further implies? that the phrase ke-ra de-de-me-na in line 2 of Ra 
984 ıs also the dat.-inst. of some material plus the participle, and the 
obvious choice for an identification of that material is ‘horn’. Ra 984 
would then seem to inventory a certain number of swords ‘bound with 
ivory’ in line 1 and some others? in line 2 ‘bound with horn’. 


12.3 The most interesting thing from our present point of view, 
however, is that the apparent dat.-inst. ke-ra cannot be a writing of the 
dat.-inst. of the neuter s- stem keras, which would appear as *ke-ra-e = 
kera(h)-ei/-é ox *ke-ra-i = kera(h)1?*. In fact, an instrumental singular 


24 Documents?, 456. 

28 Probably to be joined with Ra 7498: Documents?, 517. 

26 Cf. ajamena, -no erepate in the Sd tablets (Knossos chariots). 

"7 Documents?, 456; Chadwick-Baumbach, Glotta 41, 209; Baumbach, Glotta 49, 170. 

28 70-404 e-pi-zo-ta in line 2 remains obscure. Cf. Documents?, 456 with the reference to 
Petrusevski, Živa Antika 18, 128. 

At both Knossos and Pylos, consonant-stems other than s-stems have datives in -Ce in 
the great majority of the examples, and this no doubt spells the ending -ei. Non-s-stem 
datives in -Ci do occur, but very rarely (e.g.? ko-re-te-ri 2x Py On 300). Such conso- 
nant stems also have -Ce in locative function, however, (e.g. the place names a-pu, -we 
Py An 427 etc., a,-ru-wo-te Py An 657) at least at Pylos; cf. in particular o-pi-me-ne 
(Py An 7) if this really means 'per month' and is to be divided opi mene (Documents?, 
565 sv). 

Instrumentals of consonant stems other than s-stems also have -Ce, and this is 
possibly an ending -č (< -eh / -h,): a-di-ri-ja-te (Py Ta 707), e-ka-ma-te (Py Ta 642), 
e-me po-de (Py Ta 641), po-ru-po-de- (Py Ta 722) etc. 

For the s-stems, however, the situation is somewhat different. Place names that 
are s-stems usually have -e in locative function (like other C-stems): a-pe-ke-e Py /n 
431, te-se-e Py Na 531 etc. But -i is relatively frequent too: e-ra-te-i Py Cn 608, e-re-i 
Py Jn 829, ti-mi-to-a-ke-i Py An 661 (beside ti-mi-to(-)a-ke-e Cn 600 etc.). But 
s-stems that are not place names have -i when functioning as locatives, although the 
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of keras here would be, if not exactly unexpected, at least noteworthy. 
Neither in Homer?? and Hesiod, nor in lyric poetry, nor in Herodotus 
is there a clear example of a singular form of x&pag that means ‘horn’ 
as a material rather than an object. Of these sources, only Homer refers 
to the material at all. But only the plural forms of are used in this mean- 
ing; e.g. t 565: 


al u&v yàp xeoósgoot TETEOXATOL, ai © EAEDAVTL 


This makes it somewhat doubtful whether singular forms of keras were 
ever used in early Greek to refer to the material ‘horn’. 

If Mycenaean ke-ra (dedemena) is a dative-instrumental, as is sug- 
gested by the parallel e-re-/pa-te (dedemena) in the same tablet and by 
a-ku-ro/ka-ko (dedemenö) in a comparable usage, it must be the dat.- 
inst. of an 2- stem ker meaning ‘horn’ (the material as opposed to 
keras ‘horn (the object) ??). The dat.-inst. of an d- stem kera would be 


evidence is not extensive: cf. o-pi-e-de-i Py An 1281 (if this is opi hedehi with Docu- 
ments? 565), perhaps o-re-i Kn B 7034 + 7705 (cf. Documents? 566), and the iterated 
locative we-te-i-we-te-1 Py Es 644 (Documents? 591). 

Unlike other consonant-stems, s-stems in the dative regularly show -i and not -e. 
The evidence basically consists of s-stem personal names: e.g. e-u-me-de-i (Py Fr 
1184), ko-o-ke-ne-i My Oi 703, 704). ti-ri-se-ro-e (Py Fr 1204, Tn 316), however, is an 
example of a probable s-stem (of a different type to be sure) that has the -ei dative 
ending of the other C-stems. 

When, therefore, it comes to the question of what ending to expect a priori for 
s-stem instrumentals, there is room for a certain amount of doubt. But the best guess is 
probably -e in spite of the apparent partial lack of parallelism between s-stems and 
other consonant stems. 

3° Most Homeric instances are unambiguously interpretable as to whether they mean 
‘horn’ as an object or the substance. At A 385, in Diomedes remarks to Paris, x&pa 
&yAa£ (or perhaps better x&pa(ı) &yAa£) is a little more obscure, but certainly does not 
name the material. In all probability we have here simply the earliest example of a mar- 
ginal tendency in Gk. to use ‘horn’ words to mean ‘hair’. One may compare the use of 
óQ00-x£poc (‘straight-horned’ in Aeschylus Fr. 74.2 with Boüg) to mean ‘making the 
hair stand on end’ in óg80óxepogc poixn (Sophocles Fr. 875 Pearson), an expression 
that is paraphrased by Pollux (2.31), Phot. Lex., and Hsch. with 6086801. Similarly, 
beside the Homeric -#paıpa compounds, which mean ‘-horned’ ($ 65), there is the 
epithet weAdy-xoatoa ‘black-haired’ (Lyc. Alex 1464, ps-Arist. Mir. 83829). 

It would seem, therefore that xépo' GyAaé means ‘sleek-haired’, and it is presum- 
ably a slight re-interpretation of this very expression as ‘sleek-headed’ that accounts 
for the curious gloss x&pasg' xe@aAn in Hsch. and the similar statement (EM 504.50) 
népag EyETAL xod T] xeooXf. 

31 The s-stem keras is not attested with absolute certainty in Mycenaean. In Kn K 872, 
the reading may be ]ke-re-a and not ]ke-ra-a ( Documents? 330, 495). In Py Sa 840, it is 
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keräi, written ke-ra. An ä- stem kera might not be established beyond 
doubt by this single form. But its existence can be confirmed from 
other Mycenaean evidence. 


13.1 Eleven times’? (all of them at Knossos) - ten times on tablets 


of the Sd series and once on an Sf tablet-a chariot assembly is said to 
include ‘harness-attachments’ or ‘bits’ (Mycenaean term opi(A)iia-?) 
made of horn’. Typical in this respect is the first tablet of the Sd series 
(4401.a): ... ke-ra-ja-pi, o-pi-i-ja-pi ... ‘with horn bits’. That kerajapi is 
a feminine inst. pl. material adjective is made evident by the less fre- 
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not really certain (despite Lejeune RPh 42, 232) that ke-ra-e is the inst. sg. of keras 
‘horn’. The tablet reads: 


ke-ra-e te[ ] ROTA + TE ZEI 


If, as seems likely, this is to be restored ke-ra-e te-mi-dwe-te, the text is best interpreted 
in the light of the numerous other wheel tablets that contain the descriptive adjectival 
termidwent- (and odatwent- / odakwent-). In these others, it is typically a genitive of 
material that accompanies the possessive adjective in -went-, and not an instrumental. 
This is quite clear from $a 793: 


e-re-pa-to te-mi-dwe-ta pa-ra-ja ta-na-wa ROTA + TE ZE ...11 


Here the wheels called termidwenta are also elephantos ‘of ivory’. At first sight, there 
might seem to be some ambiguity (gen. vs. dat.-inst.) in the extremely common phrase- 
ology displayed by: 
Kn So 894.1 ... pe-te-re-wa ‘te-mi-dwe ... 
.3 ki-da-pa te-mi-dwe-ta ... 

So 4429 + 5790 + 6019 + frr..b a-mo-ta pte-re-wa te-mi-dwe-ta ... 

So 4431 + 8378 + 8569 a-mo-ta te-mi-dwe-ta pte-re-wa ... 

So 4434 + fr e-ri-ka te-mi-dwe-ta ... 

So 4439 + 5415 a-mo-ta e-ri-ka te-mi-dwe-ta ... etc. 

cf. Kn So 4432 + 5804 + /rr e-ri-ka o-da-twe-ta ... 
So 4446 + 5977 a-mo-ta e-ri-ka o-da-ke-we-ta ... etc. 


But it is demonstrable from Kn So 4437 + 4127 that pterewa and erika in these fre- 
quently recurring phrases are genitives (-4s) and not dat-inst. The tablet in question 
runs: 

a-mo-ta pte-re-wa a-ro,-jo te-mi-dwe-te 
And it is clear that the genitive aro, jo (= aryohos ‘better —cf. Szemerényi Stud Myc 
26-7) must modify ptelewas ‘of elm’, which is consequently also genitive. It may be 
concluded from this, in turn, that pterewa and erika (helikas ‘of willow’) in the tablets 
quoted above (and the numerous others like them) are always genitive. This is prob- 
ably the case with kidapa in So 894 as well, although the precise meaning of the word 
escapes us. If so, however, there is little chance that kerae (before te[ midwete]) in 
Sa 840 is an instrumental of material in place of an otherwise standard genitive. 
Sd 4401, 4403 + 5114, 4404 + fr, 4405 + 4410 + fr, 4406, 4407 + 4414, 4408 
+ 4411 + 6055 + fr, 4413, 4415 + 4417 + 4469 + frr., (4450) + 4483; Sf 4428. 


? Documents? 365, 565 with reference to Ruijgh Etudes, 204f. 
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quent but obviously parallel ka-ke-ja-pi o-pi-i-ja-pi (khalkeiaphi opi-) 
‘with bronze bits’, occurring three times on Sd tablets?*. The material 
adjective kerajo- ‘of horn’ is only found modifying opi(h)ijapi”, and 
the whole phrase kerajapi opi(h)ıjapı, as we have noted, occurs eleven 
times. Of these eleven instances, ten have the material adjective written 
ke-ra-ja-. Only once do we find ke-ra-i-ja-. This is in Sd (4450) + 
4483.a?6: ke-ra-i-ja-pi, o-pi[-i-]ja-pi. If ke-ra-ja- is the spelling ten of 
eleven times, it may surely be taken as evidence that kerajapi normally 
had only four syllables. The sequence (ke-ra)-i-ja-pi, with its extra -i- 
sign, may well have been written inadvertently by a scribe who was 
already thinking ahead to the (o-pi)-i-ja-pi which was to follow - and 
which always follows ke-ra-ja-pi in the tablets we have. The -i-(ja-pi) 
that is unique and deviant in ke-ra-i-ja-pi is precisely what is normal 
and exceptionless for the word that always comes next, and any other 
explanation of the spelling would have this as a suspicious coincidence. 


13.2 Just as the apparent dat.-inst. ke-ra in Ra 984 cannot be the 
dat.-inst. of keras, the material adjective ke-ra-ja-(pi) cannot be an 
adjectival derivative of keras”. The suffix in question is the wide- 


34 Sd 4409 + 4481 + fr, 4412 + fr, 5091 + 6066 + fr. 

5 ke-ra-ja in Kn V 831 seems to be a personal name. 

36 Cf. Bennett, Minos 5, 207. The two spellings are not likely to reflect the differing prac- 
tices of two different scribes. The ten keraja-forms and the unique keraija- were all 
written by the same hand (no.128 of Kn Tablets). 

Peters Untersuchungen, 88 note 40 mentions the possibility of seeing keraja- as simply 
syncopated from kerah(i)ia-. But in view of the dozens of Mycenaean forms in -e-i-jo/ 
-e-i-ja, -a-i-jo / -a-i-ja, -o-i-jo with unsyncopated -hiio-/-hiia- (cf. Doria, Athenaeum 
N.S. 36, 389-94; Heubeck, /F 64, 229-33, Ruijgh Études, 198 ff), and the apparently 
complete lack of a sure parallel for the syncope in question (Peters, /oc cit. on te-re-ja/ 
te-re-Ja-en), this does not seem probable. 

A somewhat different way of obtaining keraja-form an earlier kerahija- is 
offerred by Peters as well ( Untersuchungen, 323 f. — Addenda). Here it is speculated that 
intervocalic A in the sequences ahi, čhi, and öhi disappeared abnormally early (earlier, 
at any rate, than in eka etc.), and that among the outcomes of this precocious Ah-loss, 
-dijo- (< -dhiio-) was contracted (phonologically regularly) to -aiio- because there 
already existed a category of -aiio- derivatives which it could join (the -aiio-type from 
-eh,ijo-, e.g. Py ku-na-ja). Thus kera(h)iio- > keraijo- But -a(h)ijo-, -é(h)tio- etc., 
according to this hypothesis, kept disyllabic -;jo- analogically (on the model of -Ciio-) 
because there were no -aijo-, -éiio- classes that could absorb them. Thus po-si-da-i-jo 
(< -dah-ijo-), e-ke-i-ja (< -eh-iia), wi-do-wo-i-jo (< -yoh-iio-) etc. remained with- 
out diphthongization. 

This view is unattractive for at least four reasons: 

a) There is some reason to suppose that Mycenaean did in fact have a derivative type 
in -eiio- (especially common in fem. -eiia), although its source is admittedly unclear. 
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spread -¿so-38 that forms denominative derivatives which are function- 
ally equivalent to a genitive of the substantive from which they are 


In contrast to the derivatives made with the inherited material adjective suffix -eio- 
(which appears, at least at Knossos, both as -ejo and as -eo, and which furthermore 
alternates with -ijo : wirinejo/wirineo/wirinijo ‘made of hide’), there is a class of deriv- 
atives in -ejo/-eja which do not denote material, never alternate with -ijo/a, and have 
no -eo/a by-form. Some of these are women's names or designations of (groups of) 
women in -eja that are derived from masc. names of all stem types (wo-di-je-ja Py Kn 
My : wo-di-jo Py Kn, ko-ma-we-te-ja Py Th : ko-ma-we Py Kn; ma-ri-ne-we-ja-i (dat. 
pl) Th : ma-ri-ne-u Kn). In other cases, the -eja formation designating women is 
derived from an object with which the women are perhaps professionally concerned 
(pa-ke-te-ja Py : pa-ko-to ‘vessel’ Py, o-nu-ke-ja Kn : o-nu-ka ‘fringe’ Kn, ri-ne-ja Py : 
ri-no Kn Py ‘flax’). Beside these, there is to be recognized a type of derivative in -ejo 
that simply has the function of a genitival adjective (Ruijgh Etudes, 258 ff. — pe-ri-go-te- 
Jo 'belonging to P? Kn, said of sheep : pe-ri-go-ta Kn Py). Somewhere in this non- 
material -ejo/a category also belong da-da-re-jo-(de) Kn and re-wo-te-re-jo Py. In any 
case, the lack of -eo/-ea forms in these non-material derivatives at least raises the 
possibility of a category of -eiios/-eiiá formations which putative -e(h)iio/a deriva- 
tives (with premature A-loss) might well have joined by diphthongization once the A 
was gone, just as kera(^) ijo- in Peters’ hypothesis joined the -ajjo-class. But -e(5)ijo/à 
formations never appear as disyllabic -ejo/a. 
b) If ahi, éhi, and ohi lost ñ early and then became monosyllabic diphthongs unless 
there was morphological interference (morpheme boundary), one would have to 
assume that the sequences -(C)a-i-, -(C)e-i-, and -(C)o-i- at Pylos (where second 
members of ;-diphthongs are not written) always represent disyllables whose diph- 
thongization was delayed by morphological factors. This is highly unlikely in a num- 
ber of cases. It is hard to see, for example, what held up the diphthongization in ko-i- 
ro (MN Py Eb 862, Ep 613) or in na-i-se-wi-jo (PN? Ethnic? Py Jn 692, Mn 1408) or 
in ra-i-pi (PN Py Na 530). At least at Pylos, the assumption of early -loss in ahi čhi 
and óhi followed by diphthongization is not workable. 
c) If -a(h)izo- was diphthongized to -aiio- because this outcome was supported by a 
pre-existing isofunctional -ajjo- (< -eh,iio-), while -e(A)ito- etc., lacking such sup- 
port (cf. a above however), retained a disyllabic -ijo- on the model of -Cijo-, the impli- 
cit further assumption is that the availability of an -aiio-category for -a(h)iio- to join 
somehow played a more important role in those developments than did any morpho- 
logical parallelism of the type: 

-0$ -as 

-eh-os : e(h)-iio- = -ah-os : -a(h)-iio- 
This is a little surprising, and it is not clear that it should have been so. 
d) The extremely frequent traces of disyllabic £u- (< &hv-) in Homer (£vöuntov, 
£uGO voto, £6 Opovov, EUXAEEG etc., &uxví]uiógc, évxtipevov, Ebxtırov, E0E00V etc.) do 
not favor an especially early loss of ^ in the sequence eh». And one would then wonder 
why ehi (and ahi, ohi) should behave so differently. To this it might be replied that 
disyllabic šu- in compounds takes its cue from the simplex adjective(s) &0¢ / Tóc, where 
diphthongization would have led to monosyllabic forms. But overall it is difficult to 
think of any concrete justification for the assumption that i would affect a preceding ^ 
more detrimentally than other vowels in general and u in particular. 
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made. To give only a very few examples, the group includes simple 
adjectives with the meaning ‘of, belonging to’: 


Hom.: 1évovtag abxeviovug (y 449—50) ‘sinews of the neck’ 
N&oxogén?? naoà vni (B 54) ‘beside Nestor’s ship’ 
Ojos ... olxoç (u 264-5) ‘house belonging to the óñuoç 

Myc.: da-mi-jo (PY Ea 803) = damion ‘(land) belonging to the 
damos’; cf. Hom. ófjutog 


also ethnic adjectives (often substantivized into ethnic names): 


Hom.: EAwvitov ... dvaxta (Y 404) ‘lord of Helicon’ 
( : Edtxov) 
"Ayxoiov ... IIAeugóvtov (V 635) ‘A. of Pleuron, A. the 
Pleuronian’ ( : IINevowv) 
ITóAi0t (H 134) ‘the Pylians’ ( : IIóAoc) 

Myc.: pe-re-u-ro-ni-jo (PY An 656) = IlTAgvpóvioc 
ko-no-si-jo (KN Am 600 +) = Kvwoıog ‘Knossan’ ( : ko- 
no-so KN Ak 626 + = Kvooóc) 


and patronymics: 


Hom.: TeAau@vıog Atac (B 528 +) 

Myc.: a-ko-mo-ni-jo (KN De 1112 +) = Akmonios ( : " Axuov) 
e-ko-to-ri-jo (PY Cn 45) = Hektorios ( : e-ko-to = Hek- 
tor) 
wa-du-ri-jo (PY Jn 725) = Wadulios ( : “HdvbA0c) 


Patronymics in -to- later on in Greek are basically an Aeolic char- 
acteristic*. In addition, however, -iio- is found forming material adjec- 
tives in Mycenaean“! and in Aeolic*: 


38 e.g. Chantraine Formation, 35 ff., Risch Wortbildung?, 112 ff., Riujgh Études, 99 ff. 

39 Nectopen < Neotopin, Wackernagel SpU, 68 f. 

49 e.g. Thumb-Scherer GD, $$ 226a) 4., 238.3, 247.3, 257.2; Buck GD, $ 168. Cf. further 
A.Morpurgo Davies, Glotta 46 (1968), 85 ff. 

41 In Mycenaean, -i-jo competes with -e-jo and -e-o in this function. Cf. paragraph a) in 

note 37 just above. 

For Lesb., Thess., Boe. cf. the notes just below. The virtual absence from Homer of 

real material adjectives in -tog is not surprising, since any metrically usable -t06 could 

always be replaced by -£&og. The theoretical possibility that -10¢ material adjectives 

were Ionicized to -£0g in the Homeric tradition gains plausibility from the occasional 

appearance of -£Og in place of -toç in some non-material adjectives. The derivative 

xbveog (1373) ‘impudent, indecent’ (< ‘dog-like’) has -£og in the same function that 

-toç shows in cases like meA@QLOG ‘monstrous’. A more narrowly localized analogy 

accounts for 'Ayauguvóveog ‘of AJ, directly modelled on `Exxóogoç, Neotöpeog 

(Risch, Wortbildung?, 133; cf. note 39). 
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Myc.: wi-ri-ni-jo (KN Sd 4401 +) = wrinio- ‘made of hide 
(: wi-ri-no = wrino-/Owvög ‘hide’) 
ka-ki-jo (KN So 894) = khalkio- ‘made of bronze’ ( : ka- 
ko = khalko-/yaXxÓc bronze) 

Lesb.*: xaArıog ‘of bronze’, xoóotog ‘of gold’ 

Thess.*: A£810c ‘of stone’ 

Boe.: yoobvotos ‘of gold’, &pyoóotogc ‘of silver’ 


This use of a “genitival” adjective formation as a material adjective is 
something to which we shall return later on. 


13.3 At any rate, this -izo- suffix is certainly the one involved in 
the material adjective kerajo- ‘of horn’. But since word-internal intervo- 
calic -h- (< -s-) has not yet been lost in Mycenaean *5 (or at least has 
been lost so recently that there is still a hiatus in practically all forms 
that have lost such an -A-), -ijo- derivatives of s- stems are regularly 
written with a disyllabic -i-jo- or -i-ja- in hiatus”. E.g.: 


po-si-da-i-jo (PY Tn 316) = posida(h)i(i)on (shrine?) of Posei- 
don’ cf. po-se-da-o = Poseida(h)ön 
e-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-jo (PY An 654 +) = Etewoklewe(h)i(i)os ‘son 
of Etewoklewes’ (= 'ExgoxMic) cf. ... (Bing) '"EreoxAnsginc (A 386) 
- "Exe( F)oxAe(F)etnc with metrical lengthening (-£ng replaces 
-inç on the model of Neotogén, Ayauseuvovéng etc.) 
wi-dwo-i-jo (PY Ep 539) = Widwo(h)i(1)os personal name 
derived from widwös (cf. eiößc) 
This makes it quite clear that a material adjective in -ijo-, if derived 
from the s- stem keras, would regularly have a fem. inst. pl. of the form 
ke-ra-i-ja-pi (= kera(h)i(i)a-phi). As we have seen, however, this 
expected writing is found only once in eleven instances of the adjective, 
and even that lone occurrence need not be taken entirely seriously, as 
pointed out above. The regular form is ke-ra-ja-pi.* 


13.4 Although this adjective cannot be morphologically reconciled 
with the view that it is derived from keras, it is exactly what would be 


43 e.g. Thumb-Scherer GD, $ 257.3. 

44 e.g. Thumb-Scherer GD, $ 247.4. 

55 e.g. Thumb-Scherer GD, $ 238.4. 

4 e.g. Lejeune Phonétique, 89 ff. 

47 Cf. Doria, Athenaeum N. 5.36 (1958), 389ff. (= Fasc.IV, 96ff.); Heubeck, ZF 64 
(1959), 229ff. 

48 Cf. note 37 as well. 
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expected for a derivative of the a- stem kerä that seems to be attested in 
the dat.-inst. in Ra 984. For -110- derivatives of 4- stems, inherited into 
Greek in the form -eh,-iio-, would have developed to -41;o- as soon as 
intervocalic laryngeals were lost im Proto-Greek, and would have 
become -aiio- soon thereafter. This stage, as one might expect, has 
already been reached in Mycenaean, where the normal pattern is noun 
In -4- : derivative in -ajo- (e.g. ku-na-ja PY Ta 711.3 = gunaid, derived 
from guna = yov). Mycenaean thus presents evidence for a 4- stem 
substantive kera ‘horn (material) and a normal derivative keraiio- ‘of 
horn’. 


14.1 Once again, as was the case with Hittite kara-uar (S 11.2), we 
lack the information necessary for a decisive and detailed analysis. 
Mycenaean kera is only found in the dat.-inst. singular, and never with 
an adjective. This makes its inflection and gender less than absolutely 
sure, and we must therefore content ourselves once more with what is 
the most plausible assumption. This time, however, we are on some- 
what safer grounds. A Greek substantive with a dative in -41 (-i41 can 
be excluded in the case of ke-ra), if it is neither a name nor an epithet 
nor an agent/"substantivizing" formation (all of which can be mascu- 
lines), is to be considered a feminine 2- stem practically by definition. 
The safest assumption by far, therefore, is that Myc. ke-ra (together 
with ke-ra-ja-pi) points to a fem. kera, -ās etc. The meaning of this lexi- 
cal item is unambiguously ‘horn (as a material). 


14.2 The Greek form by itself does not bring us any further than 
this. Neither kera nor keraiio- is directly attested in later Greek. For 
the material ‘horn’, as we have seen, the only post-Mycenaean evidence 
at all in relatively early Greek is from Homer, where we find the plural 
forms of x€Qa¢ used to refer to the material. There are only three po- 
tential ? examples of this—all from the Odyssey: 


t 211 Op8adAnoi 8’ oc ci xépa Éotacav TE oíónooc 
‘but his eyes stayed fixed as horn or iron’ 

t 563 ai uèv yao x£oáeoot t£tE£Oxa tau, ai © EAEPAVTL 
‘one set is made of horn, the other of ivory’ 


* For x£pa &yAa£ (A 385) cf. note 30. In the first passage given here (z 211), it could be 
that xépa(") is literally a plural (‘stood fixed as horns or iron’). But the clearly material 
use of the plurals x&págoot (1 563) and xéga (p 395), along with the parallel construc- 
tion of otöngog ‘iron’ in 1 211 itself, would favor taking x&pa as a material in t 211. 
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p 395 un xépa înec EöoLev ... 
“(to make sure that) worms had not eaten the horn’ 


What is clear is only that descriptively, the dat.-inst. xep&eoot is the 
exact functional counterpart of Myc. kerai (dedemena), and is presum- 
ably its replacement. Both even happen to be found paired, in their 
respective contexts, with the dat.-inst. of £Aéqag ‘ivory’. Any more 
detailed account of their relationship is bound to be conjectural, but it 
seems fair to say that if singular forms of kera have been replaced by 
plural forms of X&ga in the meaning ‘horn (material)’, at least in epic 
usage, one possible channel for a direct replacement is suggested by 
t 211 above. The one and only hypothesis that could account for the 
Mycenaean and Homeric situations simultaneously is that the fem. a- 
stem Kera (as in Myc.) survived until after the epic dialect had already 
begun to take shape, and became part of the tradition. According to 
this hypothesis, ker ‘horn (material)’ would eventually have been elim- 
inated from the language, and preserved in the epics only in phrases 
like wc si x&pa, Éovaoav where the final -4 had been shortened in hia- 
tus and was therefore open to re-interpretation as the elided nom.-acc. 
plural xépaa ( : sg. xépac). As the final step in this hypothetical devel- 
opment, there would have arisen in the epic dialect a *rule" to the effect 
that plural forms of «épag might (or must?) be used in the meaning 
‘horn (material). This, of course, would have led directly to cases like 
XEOCEGOL (TETEDYATAL) in T 563 and néga (... EdoLev) in @ 395, which 
are unambiguous s- stem plurals. Such a theory has the advantage of 
allowing for continuity between the Mycenaean and Homeric usages. It 
must be admitted, however, that there is no guarantee that the develop- 
ment was continuous, and the use of the plural of x£pac in Homer for 
‘horn (material? can be explained otherwise. Other putative post- 
Mycenaean survivals of kerd are still more dubious °. 

But whether or not kera ‘horn (material)? is still indirectly observ- 
able in Homer, there seems to be little doubt that it was very much alive 
in Mycenaean. 


50 It would seem overly audacious to assign the Attic dative «oq (Thuc.) to an 4-stem, 
both because -« datives to several other -aç stems also occur, and because these datives 
could also simply reflect -a(h)-ei with the old dative ending. The rarity of -ei datives 
to s-stems in Mycenaean (cf. note 29) does not disfavor this, since -ei vs. -i in any 
given group of datives might easily be a point on which there could be dialectal diver- 
sity. Cf. Schulze QZ, 49, 511; Meisterhans Gramm, 143 note 1238; Schwyzer GG 
I, 515. 
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15. At any rate, certain secure conclusions may be drawn from the 
Hittite and Greek material just discussed ($$ 10-14): 


1) A comparison of Gk. kera (ker-eh,) ‘horn (material)’ with Hitt. 
k(a)ra- (kr-eh, /krr-eh,), the probable basis of kara-uar 'horn(s), is 


unavoidable. 


2) Since they agree precisely in stem formation and closely in their 
semantics, there is every reason to suppose that the Greek and Hittite 
formations jointly reflect a single PIE A,- stem with a meaning some- 
where in the ‘horn’ area. 


3) Furthermore, it seems safest, from both the Greek and the Hit- 
tite points of view, to assume that the h,- formation in question was 
feminine. 


4) There is no workable alternative to the view that Hittite and 
Greek jointly reflect, more specifically, a stem k(e)r-(e)h,- with the 
root of kor-u- and (e) r-n(o)- ‘horn’, but with the well-established IE 
abstract-collective suffix -(e)/. The pus required by the Mycen- 
aean form cannot be a root either originally or secondarily, and the 
assumption of anit and set by-forms (ker-/kerh,-) of the root underly- 
ing the entire 'head/horn' group is now out of the question. 


5) The PIE formation jointly reflected by kera and kara-(uar) 
almost certainly had a paradigm with e/zero root apophony, since the 
eventual addition of -yar/-un- in Hittite, on the available evidence, 
seems too late to have conditioned a derivational zero grade there. 
Such apophony in the A,- stem itself makes the analysis ker-e-h, for 
kerä (vs. kr-e-h, for kara-yar) very unappealing, and there is in any case 
absolutely no indication in favor of a thematic formation made on k(e)r-. 

Since there does not appear to have been any PIE type of inflec- 
tion that combined e/zero root ablaut with an invariant full-grade suf- 
fix, it may be assumed that the -(e)A,- suffix in the paradigm in ques- 
tion also showed inflectional apophony in the first instance. If the 7,- 
stem was feminine, a generalization of -eh,- (-ah,-) throughout the par- 
adigm would be self-explanatory in Greek and not particularly surpris- 
ing in Anatolian. The lack of a reflex of the zero grade suffixal allo- 
morph consequently need not stand in the way of a schematic &(e)r- 
(e)h,- for the formation continued by the Greek and Hittite 5;- stem 
meaning ‘horn’. Although the further details of its inflection will not be 
dealt with until later ($ 32.2), it may already be noted that the most 
straightforward assumption would be a proterokinetic ker-h,/kr-eh,-. 
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16. As to the question of the original semantics of the k(e)r- 
(e)h,- that underlies Mycenaean kera and Hittite kard(yar), it is meth- 
odologically soundest to give the greater weight to the evidence of the 
Greek form which, after all, is the direct continuator of the formation 
in question. At least as a working hypothesis, then, it may be supposed 
that beside kor-u and k(e)r-n(o)- ‘horn (object? PIE had a &(e)r- 
(e)h,- with a meaning something like ‘horn (material)’. This leaves two 
main possibilities for the semantics of &arayar ‘horn’. Either inherited 
kr-eh,- ‘horn (material)’ simply underwent a semantic change in Hittite 
from the material to the object that provides it 54, or else the -yar suffix 
was added to a &(a)ra- that still denoted the material. In the second 
case one would be especially inclined to suppose that a semantically 
related formation like partauar ‘wing’ played a role both in the creation 
of karauar ‘horn(s)’ and in determining its (concrete) semantics. 


51 A simple direct semantic shift from substance to object providing that substance is not 
in fact easy to parallel. If anything, the reverse (object-source to material) is what 
tends to be found in the case of direct semantic changes in this area (e.g. uidhu- ‘tree’ 
> OHG witu ‘wood’). But it does happen that a substantive denoting a material 
comes to refer to a single piece of that material. In Greek, for example, &Aéqavt- refers 
only to the substance ‘ivory’ in Mycenaean, and this is its usual meaning in Homer as 
well. At A 141-2, however, £Aépavta. unambiguously means ‘piece of ivory’. Only 
slightly different are the numerous instances in which the word for a given material 
becomes the word for an object made of that material: Gk. o(6ngoç ‘iron’ but also 
‘axe-head, arrowhead, sword, knife, arms’ (cf. the similar situation of yaAxdc), Lat. fer- 
rum ‘iron’ but also ‘sword, weapon’ etc. (so also aes ‘bronze, copper), marmor ‘marble’ 
but also ‘(marble) statue’, Ved. dyas ‘metal’ but also ‘knife’ etc. Invoking the develop- 
ment shown by éAéqac, it seems possible to suppose that pre-Hittite &(2)7a ‘horn 
(material) could also have come to mean ‘piece of horn’. And a further shift from 
‘piece of horn’ to ‘horn (object)’ can easily be parallelled: PIE dörs most likely meant 
‘piece of wood’, to judge by e.g. Gk. ö6pv ‘plank, beam, pole, shaft, stick’, Ved. dáru 
‘piece of wood, wooden bar’, Av. dauru ‘piece of wood, club’. But 669v (cf. 6 167) and 
Av. dauru (N.100) may also mean ‘tree trunk’. Precisely the same phenomenon can be 
observed in the cases of Gk. EbXov ‘piece of wood’ but also ‘tree’ and Lat. lignum ‘piece 
of wood’ and ‘tree’ (cf. Aen. 12.767). If these various terms for ‘piece of wood’ can take 
on the meaning ‘tree’ with a certain regularity, it would not appear unreasonable to 
admit as a possibility that pre-Hittite &(a) ra, once it could mean ‘piece of horn’, might 
then have gone on to denote ‘horn (object) as well. This is not to be insisted upon, 
however, since the -uar of karayar can easily be thought of as having been suffixed to 
a k(a)ra that still meant the substance. 
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17. Within the entire group of formations in the ‘head/horn’ cate- 
gory that show -(e)A,- following the root ker-, Greek kera and Hittite 
kara(uar) form a subset of their own. In these two forms (and these 
alone) the -(e)h,-stem as such means ‘horn’ in one way or another. The 
others point to a kr-(e)h,- with the meaning ‘head’ (the segmentation 
will be explicitly discussed below-$ 29). 

The clearest and most plentiful evidence comes from Greek, where 
we may begin with xáon/xáoð (nom.-acc. neut.) ‘head’ and related 
forms. This substantive has traditionally been taken as the reflex of a 
*x&oa(h)u < *karas-n. This in turn is supposed to reflect an ultimate 
kfh, --p, putatively a neuter n-stem nom.-acc. belonging with the 
krh,sn- of Vedic 5irin- (the oblique stem of heteroclitic sfrah ‘head’), 
Greek xpäv-(tov) ‘skull’ etc., and OHG irn (1) ‘brain’ etc.! (IIIb). This 
interpretation of x&on, however, has practically no chance of being cor- 
rect. There are both phonological and morphological difficulties. 


18. Johannes Schmidt? rejected kfh,s-n > xága(h)-a as a recon- 
struction for xáon on the grounds that -a(h)a- contracts to Ionic à, 
not T. In other words, Schmidt's objection is really one of relative 
chronology: the contraction of the sequence a(h)a to à was not early 
enough for this à to undergo the Ionic-Attic fronting of a to a. At first 
glance this would seem to be borne out by forms like the ac-stem nom.- 
acc. plurals in -a(h)-a, which appear in Homer either still uncontracted 
(tépa 1394) or else elided (from uncontracted -00) or shortened 
(from contracted -à) in hiatus (e.g. éna, oméAa). But such examples 
do not prove Schmidt's point decisively. For it can be argued? that 
these forms had their contraction delayed by the morpheme boundary 
-a(h) -- (or in other words by the analogical pressure of the “normal” 
s-stem forms in -£(h) +o), while putative xápa(h)a, much less open to 
such pressure, contracted early enough for the resulting xáoð to 
become Att.-Ion. x&pn (whence Attic xápà by reversion). In this view 


1 So Brugmann MU 2.228, Grdr?, 1.202. 
2 Schmidt Neutra, 370. Cf. Risch, SMEA 1, 61 note 20; Forssman, Glotta 45, 2. 
3 So now Peters Untersuchungen, 262f. 
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a(h)a > & > dis not only earlier than a(h)+a > à (6£nà etc.), but 
must also predate a(h)e > a (A-I üpıotov, not *Npt-, < aLEpt-), 
which 1s plausible enough if it may be assumed that identical vowels in 
hiatus tend to contract earlier than non-identical vowels.* 

In place of the traditional formulation (all instances of à by con- 
traction arise too late to become A-I 4), it might be just possible then 
to make a case for the proposition that only V,(4)V, with no 
morpheme boundary (or other interference?) contracted earlier than 
the fronting of 4 to 4 in Attic-Ionic. At best, however, the case thus 
made would be a negative one, because actual positive indications in 
favor of this chronology® are so tenuous that on the whole one seems 


* This is a traditional assumption in any case-e.g. Chantraine Gramm., 30, 38 f.; 
Lejeune Phonétique, 258 f. 

Another factor that could delay contraction would be disyllabic structure of the pre- 
form which, with contraction, would yield a monosyllable. Cf. Peters Untersuchungen, 
260, 262. 

Peters (Untersuchungen, 260 ff.) rejects the traditional view that 4 > 4 in Attic-Ionic 
preceded contraction in original 4(5)Z sequences, and argues at length that the phono- 
logically regular treatment of Z(A)4 was 1) contraction to 4, and only then 2) fronting 
of à to á in Attic-Ionic. The positive evidence introduced in favor of this revised 
chronology consists of: 


ue 


o 


1) Attic rã (and not ra) from raha (273 ff.). The main example is 64 ‘easily’, inter- 
preted as reflecting uraha. The idea here is that since d that comes from ea is not 
supposed to be subject to “reversion” after r (uéon, £youyóon), a uraha with the 
traditional relative chronology of Att.-Ion. fronting and contraction should 
develop to urdha > urda > ured > urd (Att. *Ófj); but Peters’ chronology cou- 
pled with the traditional view of reversion would lead to 6&, the correct form. 

2) A hypothetical Ionic *xégnt- (281) ‘horn’ (cf. Att. xepät-) that would be of 

considerable help in explaining xäg& (/_ + V-) *heads’-*xepnt- : xapnt- 

= xÉgü : xápð. And Choerob. has a bwixéent-. This would reflect xeoahat-. 

3) Att. and Ion. yñ ‘earth’, according to Peters (281 ff.), is best taken as reflecting 

gai-d, since only in this way can Yñ) vs. yata (gai-d vs. gai-id) be made a pair like 

pvyN vs. púģa, which Peters (following a remark of Schindler's) insists they must 
be. Here also, the traditional relative chronology would produce the wrong out- 
come: gdid > gdad > ga (Al *yà). 
Also discussed (277 ff.) as a potential instance of aha > Ion. ņ is w&@n itself (along 
with the Hom. oblique x&pnt-), but Peters ends up rejecting the preform *karaha for 
xáon (and *karahat- for x&gnt-). With this view of xáon and xáont- I am in complete 
agreement (on x&onr- cf. $ 49.7.2), and for present purposes no more needs to be said 
here. 

But although Peters' revised chronology cannot be adequately discussed in a foot- 
note, it might not be out of place at least to mention a few questions it raises. As to the 
positive evidence summarized above, it seems to me that only Attic rā as the outcome 
of raha needs to be taken seriously: 
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perfectly free to keep to the traditional view and thus accept Schmidt’s 
objection to *xaga(h)a as the preform of xáon. 

From this point of view, one may give some weight to the Homeric 
metrical evidence. If one rejects an exceptionally early contraction of 
a(h)a, it is noteworthy that xáon, as Risch’? has pointed out, has a con- 
sistently irresolvable -on in Homer. Not once in approximately forty 
more-or-less independent occurrences of xüpn do we find a *napaa 
CC- comparable to té9aa nooégatvov (u 394) or more generally to 


1) As useful as an Ionic sont- might be in explaining xoà) ‘heads’ (but cf. 
$ 49.10), no such stem is found until very late, and even then it is probably to be taken 
as representing a -xeonc/-xeont- (for xépac : -xeorg cf. oxénag : Hom. avepo- 
oxenng) with secondary t-inflection of the oblique (for which cf. -«epog (< -xEga- 
h-o-) : 6t-xéo@t- H. Hymn). A late -xepng ‘horned’ is also implied by Aratus’ -xeQ- 
fjoc / -«eofja. Cf. $ 46.3. In any case, it is very unlikely that a kerahat- existed already 
in proto-AI (before z > a) if Hom. still has xéeat, xéoo, x£p&ov without exception. 

2) It is quite convincing that yñ and yata should reflect gaia and gatia if their ° 
relationship is that of puyñ and púta, but it is simply a conjecture that the two pairs 
are in fact parallel in this way. One could just as well say that yñ is to yoia as neLög 
‘on foot’ (pedio-) is to medtov ‘plain’ (pediio-)—cf. addendum to $ 38.1—and recon- 
struct geh,-ieh, (> gdid) beside geh,-iieh, (> gaiid). One would then suppose that 
gaia yielded yñ directly and that gaiia (, gaitas etc.) was remodelled to gaiid (, gaiias 
etc.) because of aia and wata. If yata can reasonably be taken as a rearrangement of 
yf] itself under the influence of aia and uaia (e.g. Chantraine DELG sç yñ), it would 
seem even easier to assume a remodelling of a hypothetical gaiia to gaiid. 

3) As examples of Attic ra from raha, Peters gives OG (as above), but also Attic 
xQüt- ‘head’ (oblique) < xodhat- and forms of the type (-)«pàv()o- (273 ff.). But 
there is no compelling reason for deriving Att. (-)«püv- from krahan- instead of krahn- 
< krhysn- (and for Thess Koàvo- rather than *Koavvo- cf. Peters Untersuchungen, 
246 note 201). In any case, xaparvvog (Hsch.-$$ 49.4, 49.6 c) unambiguously points to 
karahn- (rather than *karahan-) < krhysn-. And as Peters correctly implies at least 
(274), the oblique xot- of the tragedians could easily be simply lifted from Homer 
(where it could be an Aeolism). In that case the Attic nom.-acc. xáp& would have been 
defective (as far as genuine Attic forms are concerned)-and thus parallel to Ionic 
xåáåon (beside which no trace of *xogat- or *xont- is found). 

This leaves Attic à as the one and only piece of evidence supporting the anterior- 
ity of a(h)@ > ato à > á in a positive way. I do not at the moment have anything 
very satisfactory to suggest about O&, but I am not completely convinced that a view of 
reversion like the one proposed by H. Phelps Gates (Glotta 54, 44-52) is impossible. In 
any case, if the positive case to be made in favor of Peters' revised chronology consists 
in Attic ó@ alone, it seems reasonable to suspend judgment for the moment. As to 
Peters' arguments against the probative value of those forms that would seem at first 
glance to support the traditional relative chronology (4 > d before a(h)a > ä), no 
discussion can be accommodated here. 

7 SMEA 1, 61 note 20. 
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the numerous traces of a thematic genitive in -oo (e.g. Z61 + 
GÖEAPELOD Qoévag ... = &5edpedo poévac etc.) .° 


19.1 Morphologically speaking, a nom.-acc. kfh,-s-n is very unex- 
pected in the first place both from a PIE point of view and within 
Greek. In PIE terms a neuter paradigm krh,-s-n/krh,-s-n-es (Skt. strs- 
nah) would be rare to the vanishing point.? There seem to have been 
only three types of stems in -(e)n- that formed neuters at all: 1) neuter 
-m(e)n-stems; 2) heteroclitic neuters (r/n, In, perhaps a very few in 
zero/n or x/n—see above § 7); and 3) neuters with a lengthened grade 
suffix (generally -n) in the nom.-acc. and original collective function 
(e.g. h,e/ost- h,e/ost-n- ‘bone’: collective h,est-ö(n) > Welsh eis ‘ribs’, 
and h,eus-(0)s/h,(e)us-(s)-n- ‘ear’: collective h,eus-ö(n) > Goth. ausd 
etc. ‘ear as a purely formal replacement of the noncollective. The col- 
lective force of such Germanic formations has disappeared). 

In short the only clearly constructable neuter nominative-accusa- 
tives in -z are those in -my (e.g. ter-mn in Skt. tarma, Gk. téQua, L. ter- 
men etc.) The heteroclitics exclude -(e)n- from the nom.-acc. by 
definition, and the collectives have lengthened grade. There are practi- 
cally no exceptions.!? And even if a very few primary-looking neuters 


s Cf.,e.g., Chantraine Gramm, 45. One might try explaining the distinction by supposing 
that a putative *xágaa had a less palpable morpheme boundary (*xapa-a) than did 
genitive -00. But even this is questionable. 

For the Vedic situation cf. Lanman, JAOS 10, 530. 

Some apparent cases are probably secondary in one way or another. This is clear for 
Ved. parva ‘joint’ (cf. Hoffmann Aufsätze 1, 331 ff. = Die Sprache 20, 19ff.). And in 
any case this would have been a -wn rather than an -y formation. Since non-neuter 
n-stems can end up with a Latin nom. -én (flamen, lien : Leu? 364, pecten), it is entirely 
possible that neuter inguen ‘groin, swelling (on the groin)’ formally continues the exact 
correspondent of Gk. fem. (> masc.) &8ñv ‘gland’ (< ng“én), and has merely changed 
gender (by assimilation to semantically related abdomen ‘belly’?). In any event, pollen 
(acc. pollinem Cato +) ‘flour, dust’ also seems to be neuter only secondarily (and 
would in any case probably represent a descriptive -4 rather than -n in view of puluis 
‘dust’ and Gk. naAóvo ‘sprinkle (grain). If the OLat neut. sanguen ‘blood’ belongs 
with PIE &h,-r/-n- (Ved. asrk, Hitt. eshar), then it is a Latin rearrangement of an ori- 
ginal r/n-stem by definition. 

In other cases, Root-p neuter nom.-accusatives are found without outside corre- 
spondents and therefore need not be inherited (even when a root etymology is avail- 
able). This may apply, for example, to Lat. g/uten ‘glue’, as well as to virtually all the 
Hitt. neuters of the type henkan- "Tod(esfall), Seuche’, nahhan- “Verehrung, sahhan- 
‘Lehen(sdienst)’ (Kronasser Etym, 269f.). A possible exception is taksan- ‘Fuge’ (: Gk. 
TEXTOV etc.), but in any case the type consists of deverbative abstracts in practically all 
the clear cases, and thus offers little real support for a putative *kyh,-s-n ‘head’. Hitt. 
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with a nom.-acc. of the structure Root-n did exist at some point, there 
seem to be absolutely none with the structure displayed by the pro- 
posed kfh,-s-n: i.e. a secondary (or even tertiary) formation consisting 
of Root + Suffix(es) + n” 


tekan ‘earth’ (: Gk. 48v etc.) was not originally neuter (Schindler, Die Sprache 13, 
191 ff.). Nor, of course, was it even an n-stem, strictly speaking. 

Gk. otöua ‘mouth’ beside ovojóAog ‘talkative’ and YAv. acc. stamanam ‘mouth 
(of a dog)’ would at first glance seem best analyzed stom-n : stóm-ulo- : stem-ón. But 
this is not the only possibility, and in fact the apparent vrdhhi in otwuVAog would be 
hard to account for in any precise way —especially in a formation that is likely to be a 
Greek creation that is "familiar" in tone (Cf. Chantraine Formation, 250 ‘... P 6 long 
est embarrassant’). 

One might then think of starting with a steh,-mn that developed to Gk. otöne 
just as A,nehy-mn ‘name’ (Ved. nama, Lat. nomen etc.) developed to óvoua. Neuter 
men-stems (originally -mn/-men-) seem to have gone through a stage in Greek at 
which they had -my in the nom.-acc. sg. and -mn- or -mn- elsewhere (cf. BéAeuva 
< g*elh,-mn-h, and cf. Peters Untersuchungen, 244 note 198 though it may be noted 
that Gk. evidence for an oblique stem krh,sn- is consistent with, but in no way 
requires, an older oblique krh, sen-). Only after the -mp/-mn- or -mn-stage did the 
-mn/-mnt-type of paradigm (> -ua/-uar-) arise. This would accommodate the 
hypothesis that the relatively early Gk. obliques enö-mn- ‘name’ and stö-mn- ‘mouth’ 
(with Sievers’ Law already inoperative) were shortened to enó-mn- and stó-mn- by 
Osthoff's Law (for an instructive discussion of early and late episodes of Osthoff's 
Law see Peters Untersuchungen, 306 ff.). This would have given rise to the paradigms 
enóma / enómn- and stóma / stómn-, and one would then say that the short o was eventu- 
ally generalized to the nom.-acc. sg. at least in these two cases. It could then be sup- 
posed that while the paradigm still alternated between stoma and stömn- (or even 
stoma and stömat-?), a stömulo- was derived from the nom.-acc. stóma (comparable, 
though not precisely parallel, to aioa : atovAoc). Finally, Avestan staman- could sim- 
ply represent sth,-mmen. For a neuter -mp beside a non-neuter -mēn with the same 
meaning cf. Ved. neut. sy#ma ‘binding’ : Gk. masc. Öufv ‘membrane’. 

The most convincing example of a potentially inherited neuter with the structure 
Root-n in the nom.-acc. is Latin unguen ‘fat, ointment’ : Olr imb ‘butter : OHG ancho 
‘butter’ etc. The OHG form is masc., but secondarily so (cf. neut. L. nomen etc.: masc. 
OHG namo). The indications thus seem to point to a h,eng*-n/h,ng*-en-, very likely a 
verbal abstract in origin to the nasal-infix pres. /42-ne-g*- / hn-n-g*- (> Ved. anak-/ 
anj-, Latin unguo), and therefore perhaps comparable to the Hitt. kenkan type men- 
tioned earlier. A striking circumstance is that Gk. G@Asupa/-at-, another apparent 
(though isolated) example of the rare type in question, means exactly the same thing as 
h,eng*-n ‘unguent’. 

Greek xeina ‘winter, cold’ could be analyzed, descriptively, as reflecting ghei-m-n 
(R + S + n) i.e. the m-stem gh(i)i-em/ghi-m- ‘winter’ (L. hiem(s), Av. ziid/zim-) 
plus an additional -r. But there is no need to reconstruct a neuter substantive gheimn. 
One could easily suppose that from ghi-m- was derived a locatival -en formation 
£heim-en (SŠ 50.3 f£), whence Ved. héman “in winter’, and that from this locatival fhei- 
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19.2 This is especially clear within the class of formations of 
which a kfh,-s-n would have been a central member- the neuter body 
part terms which have been secondarily suffixed with -(e)n-. Nothing 
is more consistent in this group of formations (both those that have a 
chance of being inherited with -(e)n- and those that do not) than the 
exclusion of -y from the neuter nom.-acc. singular. The examples are 
all familiar. Some cases in which a given language directly attests a sec- 
ondary heteroclitic paradigm of this sort: 


nom.-acc. sg. n-stem?? 

‘eye’ RV aks-i RV g.-abl. sg. aks-n-ah, n.-a. pl. 
aks-án-i etc. 

‘mouth, face (RV as-íyam!?) RV inst. sg. as-n-a, loc. sg. ās- 
án etc.‘ 

‘bone’ AV asth-i RV inst. pl. asth-a-bhih, AV g.- 
abl. sg. asth-n-áh etc. 

‘forearm’ RV doh AV nom. du. dos-dn-i, SB g.- 
abl. sg. dos-n-ah”’ 

‘thigh’ RV sákth-i RV nom.-acc. pl. sakth-án-i 

‘knee’ Gk. yöv-v Hom.+ gen. dat. sg; whole 


plural made on yovF-a(t)- 
< gon-u-n-'^ 


ear Gk. og (< ous-os)) Hom.+  ot-a(t)- (< ous- 


(5)-B-) 


men, re-interpreted as the endingless locative to a men-stem, there was back-formed an 
actual gheimn in Greek. This view of xeina was suggested to me by J. Schindler. 

12 Some of these oblique stems in -n- have at least vague parallels elsewhere, and may 
therefore result from a process that had at least begun to take place in the late stages 
of the protolanguage. Ved. asth-n- ‘bone’, for example, is reminiscent of some Celtic 
forms like Olr asn(a) ‘rib’, while Gk. oŭat- ‘ear’ can be parallelled, up to a point, by 
Arm. un(kn) and Gmc. ausan- (but cf. $ 54). In other cases, however, not even such 
vague comparanda are available. Ved. äs-n- ‘mouth’ and dos-n- ‘forearm’ are unique 
stem formations, and sakth-n- ‘thigh’ is of obscure root etymology in addition. 

13 The Ved. nom.-acc. dsiyam ‘mouth’ differs from cases like aksi ‘eye’, doh ‘forearm’ etc. 
in that the stem así£ya- is not restricted to the nom.-acc. in RV (inst. asiyena, abl. asíyat, 
and (the most frequent form of all) loc. zsíye). 

14 But also still RV g.-abl. as-ás, inst. as-a. 

Oblique forms made on dos- are later (W-D 3, 317 f.). 

16 Forms of jänu ‘knee’ like VS nom.-acc. du. jénun-i and AV gen. du. jánun-oh have, of 
course, no connection with Gk. youvat- in particular nor with the type aksn- ‘eye’, 
asn- ‘mouth’ in general. 


pat 
we 


54 kr-(e)h, - ‘head’ 


Some non-body part terms show the same pattern, of course (e.g. 
SB yüh/RV yüs-(a)n- ‘soup’ etc.), and these also show no tendency to 
extend - to the nom.-acc. sg. If, therefore, the Vedic paradigm sirah/ 
irs-(a)n- (< krh,-os/krh,-s-(e)n-) exactly conforms to that of 2:-/a:- 
(a) n-, o0g/oÖ-a(T)- etc. in this respect, a hypothetical nom.-acc. krh,-s- 
n, if it is to be assumed at all, would practically have to be considered a 
Greek innovation. 


19.3 But parallels are lacking in Greek just as completely as else- 
where." Neither has oblique o0-a(1)- led to a new nom.-acc. *ot0, nor, 
at a later date, have eventual yovF-a(t)- and d500F-a(t)- produced 
nom.-acc. singulars *yovFa and *óooFa. The immunity of the nom.- 
acc. neuter in Greek to analogical pressures of this kind from a supple- 
tive stem in -Qt-!* may be further illustrated by the retention of the 
nom.-ac. sg. in -QÇ (1Épag etc.) after the remodelling of -a(h)- to -at- 
elsewhere in the paradigm. And it may even be worth mentioning that 
when the oblique stem xaonat- (an artificial Homeric creation in the 
first place—see below § 49.9) finally was provided with a new nom.-acc. 
sg., it was (the still more artificial) x&enaE (Antim.), not *xdona. We 
may also note that the inherited ne(1)pap/ne(t)pat- was remodelled to 
T£(t)oac/n£()oat-. A nom.-acc. *rre(l)pa was never produced. 


19.4 Furthermore, if a Greek *xápa(h)-a must be an innovation 
and not inherited, it would presumably have to have been based on an 
oblique xaoa(h)-at-. But there is no direct evidence for this oblique as 
such, while the only possible indirect traces (Homeric xapnat- with 


V So Risch SMEA 1,61 note 20. Only àAgupa (classified as "unsicher" by Risch) is diffi- 
cult to explain away. Peters (Untersuchungen, 278) now points out that uñv, yñv / xáv, 
and yeio represent oblique stem allomorphs eventually introduced into the nom. sg. 
But when all is said and done, we still lack a single example of the analogical spread of 
the pattern -a /-at- to a paradigm which always had oblique -at- (or its predecessor), 
but a nom.-acc. other than -a. 

It would be difficult to make a convincing case for the proposition that &\e.pa was 
created in this way as a replacement of GAeupag. The earliest guaranteed occurrence 
of &Asgupa. is in Hippon. 54 (then in Call., Q.S., Nonn.). It is transmitted for Aeschylus 
at Ag 322. GAeupag, on the other hand, is never metrically certain (hexameter line-end 
at € 220 as a v. 1., Hes. Th 553 (v. 1. GAgwpa), Theocr., Opp.). Cf. 7heogony ed. M.L. 
West, 321. Although *... it is hard to believe that &Agupa has been so consistently dis- 
placed in MSS. by a false form" (so West), nothing stands in the way of supposing that 
a linguistically genuine &Agupao replaced older GAgupa. (and cf. the end of note 10) 
precisely because &A£upa. / -at- was so anomalous. 
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Ionicized metrical lengthening??? Homeric xapnt- with contraction 
and Jonicization?) can be interpreted in other ways?°-and probably 
should be since the development and preservation of the doublets 
*xapa(h)-at- and «oà(h)-ot- side by side would itself at least call for 
some comment (see below $ 49). 


20. Finally, the reconstruction *krh,-s-n > *napa(h)a for xáon is 
made practically impossible by Mycenaean (PY Ta 711.2,3) go-u-ka-ra 
(= g*ou-k(a)ra(s)), a compound describing a vessel (ge-ra-na) as ‘ox- 
headed, with an ox head'?! This -ka-ra points conclusively to a Greek 
stem k(a)ra for ‘head’ that cannot be contracted from *xaoa(h)a 
—both on the general grounds that there are no cases in which -VAV- 
has already contracted in Mycenaean and, more specifically, because 
the inst. pl. of ‘head’ in Mycenaean is found written ka-ra-a-pi (Ta 
722.2), representing kraa(p)phi < kra(h)-a(t)-phi. In other words, the 
contraction in the proposed development *xapa(h)a > xapa has 
clearly not yet taken place in the very stem in question.” x&oü/xópn 
must therefore directly continue the k(a)ra which Myc. has in any case, 
since a preform *xaoaha is difficult to justify morphologically, and is 
phonologically problematical at the very least ($$ 17-19). 


21. The indications are, therefore, that xüon/rüoä does not re- 
flect a *xápa(h)a, and in particular that its final -à does not stem from 
contraction. This in turn leads to the conclusion that xáon is a neuter 
nom.-acc. that continues kr-ch, (an alternant of fr-éh, by Lindeman’s 
Law), our first indication that descriptively, at any rate, we should 
operate with a kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ beside k(e)r-(e)h,- ‘horn (materialy. 
There is comparative evidence that must be aligned in some way with 
xon (Ér-ëh,) ‘head’. But first there remain to be mentioned the compo- 
sitional forms of xüpn in Greek itself. Some of these are of special 
interest. 


22.1 The simplex as such occurs as the first member of the com- 
pounds xagn-paoéo (Arist. +) ‘be drowsy; act drunkenly; be top- 
heavy’ (cf. xaon-Baets ‘drowsy’ prob. 1. Hp. Epid. 3.6 +), xaon- 
papía/-tm (Hp., Arist.) ‘drowsiness, headache’, xagn-pagi&o (Ar. Fr. 
792 ap. Poll. 2.41) etc. The appearance of xagm- rather than Attic 


19 Risch, SMEA 1, 61. 

20 See $$ 49.7, 49.9 below. 

^ Docs?, 335; Peters Untersuchungen, 235-6 with reference to Peruzzi, Minos 14, 183. 
22 This point is now explicitly made by Peters Untersuchungen, 280. 
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xapõ- even in Aristophanes and Aristotle indicates that these com- 
pounds are borrowed from Ionic- not implausible given that they are 
medical terms. 


22.2 But xapaı-Bapäw (Pherecr. 218 codd. Eust.), if genuine, is 
not so much the Attic correspondent as an example of a not uncommon 
-à (-n) vs. -at alternation in first compound members that arises in 
more than one way. 

One formal model for this alternation is provided by a few 
Caland's Law forms. An original pairing like simplex xaAopög ‘slack’ 
(Hp. Ar. etc): compound xaAí-poov ‘thoughtless’ (Hom. +) was 
remodelled”? to xaAa-oóc : yaAa-t- (e.g. xaAaí-10ug ‘lame’—Nic.), 
apparently on such models as xv6-póc ‘renowned’: xvó-t-(évgioa). 
This, naturally, would lead to the creation of new first members in -a-. 
So, for example, uiapög ‘defiled’ (Hom. +) acquired a utot-0ÓvOç 
‘having (committed) foul murder, murderous (Hom. +), which 
replaces wın-pövog (Archil. 18), originally a compound of the structure: 
intransitive root (aorist) stem plus noun. To *wä-PÖvog ‘having (com- 
mitted) a murder which is foul’ cf., e.g., Tü-Büuog ‘having a spirit 
which is enduring! (Pi. +), and for the intransitive root aorist cf. 
Cyren. aor. subj. utat (SEG 9.1.72.40, 41) ‘becomes impure’. This first 
member wat- ‘foul’ could then function synchronically as a kind of 
passive deverbative form (‘befouled’) of the transitive present aivo 
‘befoul’ (Hom. +). This led to extensions typified by dAdaivo (Hp. 
+) ‘heal : "AAdar-uevng (PN Cos, Ephesus) beside AA81-uévng (PN 
Thasos). On the other hand, the functional equivalence of poat- and 
wn- in compound would make possible a tha- (nabéc voAatnoos 
Hsch.) beside tAG-/tAN-, or Aat-xAfic (PN) beside AG-xatandywv 
(Ar.) with ‘intensive’ Aà-. Eventually an alternation -& : -at arose also 
(tAG- : TAAL- etc. > tada- : TaAaı- or X&Aa-o(o)a : yahat- > ta- 
o(o)a : TaAaı-; cf., in any case, taÀa-xóáo6tog etc. : TAAAL-PPWV etc.); 
thus xdota ‘strongly’ : xaotai-novc/xoatat-nove etc, ifa-yevic : 
iSat-yevic, and so on. But it is only the -à (-n) : -at type that is directly 
relevant to xapn-Bap&w etc. vs. xapga-Baoóo, although the pattern of 
developments so far mentioned can have provided only a purely formal 
model for the creation of a xapa- beside xapn-/xapü- as first com- 
pound member. 


23 First members of the type yaha- (and their relationship to the type yaAt-) have been 
variously interpreted. For references to the older literature cf. Schwyzer GG 448. The 
explanation adopted here goes back to Wackernagel ( Verm. Beitr., 9). 
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22.3 An alternation of -à (-n) and -o in first compound members 
that is of a completely unrelated origin is the introduction of a-stem 
locatives in -Qt into compounds. This occasionally occurs with other 
stem types as well (e.g. Hom. IlvAoı-yevng, Pi. Ópsí-«tttoc etc.), and 
compounds with yanai- (e.g. Hom. xanar-edvng, Hom. h. yaua- 
yevijc, A. Xahat-netng) seem to have exerted a special influence in the 
creation of such forms as Onfat-yevig ‘born at Thebes’ (E) beside 
Onßü-yevng "Thebes-born' (Hes.). Occasionally a compound form in 
-Ql of an d-stem does not even have the force of a locative-e.g. yvvfi : 
yvvar-haviig ‘mad for women’ (Hom.), although it is very probable that 
in this case still other factors (oblique yvvaız-) played a role as well. 


22.4 Yet another phenomenon that may have something to do 
with the creation of xapaı- beside xapn- is exemplified by the pair 
And-apyog (originally an adjective ‘inactive’?*) ‘sleeping (sickness), 
lethargy’ (Hp. +) beside remodelled Aautd-apyog ‘shiftless’ (S., Ar.).?5 It 
is generally supposed that this alteration in vocalism was made under 
the influence of a set of terms, familiar in tone, that denote undesirable 


^ Àà9-/Xq9- eventually becomes simply a privative. So in A@0&vguoç ‘windless’ (Simon. 
12.3), A&8txovoc ‘free from troubles’ (S. Tr. 1021). In the same way, A119- / Aa(8- 
apyog may be taken as equivalent to *&v-aoyoc. 

25 The expression oatveig õáxvovoa xal xóov Aatüapyoc £k —or some version of it (cat- 
veig 6Gxvovoa schol. Ar. Eg. 1031, 1068 vs. caivovoa Séxvets Eust. Od 1493.32 ff. vs. 
oalvovoa O&xveww Sueton.)-is said to be proverbial by schol. Ar. Eg. 1031, 1068 
(whence Suidas s.v. A}aifaoyoc). Eustathius and Suetonius attribute it to Sophocles 
(Frag. 885 Pearson). But an unmistakable reference to the proverb already in Hippo- 
nax (see below) makes it clear that it was not Sophocles' invention. 

Later commentators on Aoidopyog, at any rate, have it that the word actually 
means 'biting treacherously while fawning' (with or without the further information 
that it can be applied to treacherous people): schol. Ar. Eg. 1031, 1068; Eustath. Od 
1493.32 ff.; EM 558.38. This definition of Auidagpyog merely repeats what is conveyed 
by oaiveıg Sáxvovoa in the proverb itself, and this might make one question its abso- 
lute accuracy. Furthermore, A&8agyos and/or Andapyog are also said to mean ‘biting 
treacherously’ (Sueton., Eustath., Phryn., Hsch., Suid., et al), while Eustath. (Od 
1493.32f.) claims that Aá8apoyoc (and AatBapyoc) are different from Andapyog, 
which does not really seem likely (cf. Chantraine DELG, Frisk GEW s. v. Auitagpyog). 

But that a Aaifapyos xoov really was at least thought to be a treacherous dog 
early on is made very likely by Ar. Eg. 1068 and Hippon. 66 (West JEG). Perhaps it 
would be best to assume that A&d-/And-/ Aat8-aoyos originally meant ‘worthless’ (by 
way of ‘indolent, shiftless'— cf. ANdapyog ‘forgetful’ AP 5.151, ‘lethargy’ Hp +; Andag- 
yia ‘drowsiness’ Com. Adesp.; etc.). In that case, it might be that the proverb originally 
meant ‘You bite while fawning and are a worthless dog’, but AaiSaeyoc (because of its 
well-known occurrence in that saying) always had (and was intended to have) a nuance 
of treachery in its few other occurrences. 
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physical and personal characteristics and all share at vocalism-e.g. 
BÀouoóc ‘bent, splay-footed’, Aaidedc ‘impudent’, Qoufóc ‘crooked’ 
(usually of legs) etc. If And-(aeyog) has in fact been deformed to Aaıd- 
in this way, it does not seem impossible that the influence of such terms 
was also partly responsible for xagat-Baea@ which, after all, is a term 
for a physical disability -and cf. yañaí-novç ‘lame’ (as above) for an 
intersection of the first group of developments mentioned above with 
the last. But purely morphological models for xagat- were present in 
any case, as we have seen (um- : pat-, TAn- : thar, AAD : AABat-; 
Onpa- : Onßatr-, yuvñ : yvvat-). 


23. While Ionic xaQm- appears consistently in the compounds 
mentioned above (Š 22), the reverse is found in the case of xapà-óoxéo 
(Hdt., Ar., E., etc.) ‘await the outcome (of), look expectantly (at, fory, 
where the occurrence of xaQG- in Herodotus would appear to show 
that this verb was borrowed by Ionic (probably from Attic). The only 
alternative, that of assuming the preservation here in compound of 
kfh,sn- (> w&o&hü- > Attic and Ionic xagà-), a very archaic form of 
the suppletive oblique stem of xdo7,”* is superfluous in view of the 
compounds in xapn-. And whatever objection can be made to taking 
xa00-50xE® as a loan word in Ionic loses some of its force because of 
the occurrence of another obvious, and related, loanword there: n- 
roatiögg (Hp.) ‘head-dress with -x@a@t- (not necessarily Attic) for 
theoretically expected Ionic *-xont-2? (< -«ogüt- < -xonart-). Finally, 
the normal Attic simplex is the first member of the compound xapá- 
TOLOG ‘cut from the head’ (S.); ‘beheaded’ (E. +). 


24.1.1 Not all compound forms of xá&on, however, are identical to 
a form of the simplex. The first member of the compound xofjógpvov 


2% For the semantics of xagadoxéw, Frisk (GEW s.v.) points out that the first member 
presumably has object function, to judge by öwpo-, Eevodoxéw etc. For xápa / xáon 
‘head’ in the meaning ‘outcome, issue’ cf. the denominative xoaiva ‘accomplish’. 
According to Wackernagel (SpU 3, note 1), xagadoxéw might be only an Atticism of 
the transmission. 

If so, this Attic and Ionic xaQà- as first compound member would have been general- 
ized from (lost) compounds that originally had accented kfh,sn- as the first member. 
In any case, this would have been the oblique stem of the simplex for ‘head’, since a 
nom.-acc. *krh,sn is implausible ($$ 17 ff.). 

This expected Ionic form of the oblique to x&pa / don is never found as far as I can 
tell. It could well be that x&on has been a defective nom.-acc. in Ionic for some time. If 
so, the appearance of the analogical dative xá&on already in Theognis (1024 West JEG) 
would not be surprising. Cf. IIIb, note 32. 
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(Hom. +) ‘head-wrap’ is traditionally connected with the 469r group, 
although the details of its further interpretation have been a matter of 
dispute? Some of the difficulties disappear, however, once it is made 
clear that xoendSepvov is not the only compound with this first member. 


24.1.2 There are at least two?! other probable cases of compounds 
in xoü/ren-. The first of them is xofjyvog (Hom. +) ‘agreeable, useful, 
effective? Schwyzer had already proposed” taking this as a com- 
pound with xon- ‘head’ as the first member. For the second member, 
however, Schwyzer's suggestion amounts to identifying it with yutov, 
-a and giving the compound an original meaning ‘having a head and 
hands’. To this it may be objected (with, e.g., Chantraine, DELG s. v.) 
that yvia really means ‘limbs, body’ rather than ‘hand(s)’. In addition, a 
thematic simplex yviov would be expected to appear as -yutoc/-yvtov 
as the second member of a possessive compound in the first place. 

In fact, the -yvog of xofjyvoc, if we continue to consider the possi- 
bility of a compound for the moment, is most immediately reminiscent 
not of yviov/-a, but of the substantival stem -yv- ‘hand’. The semantic 
situation here is complicated, but a -yv- ‘hand’ may plausibly be iden- 
tified in: 

1) the adv./prep. (§ 26.8.2) £y-yv ‘in hand’ > ‘nearby’; cf. éyyb-c 
‘near’, &yy0-0t ‘nearby’, £yyó-Oev '(from) nearby’. 


2) the substantivized prepositional governing compound ($ 26.9.1) 
éy-yv-7 ‘(placed) in the hand’ > ‘surety, pledge’ (whence denominative 
Eyyvao ‘hand over as a pledge’ and further compounds of the types Úz- 
Eyyvog ‘under surety’, &y-£yyvog ‘able to give security’ etc. 


3) a locational adjective &y-yv-aXo- ‘in the hand’, the apparent 
source of the factitive denominative éyyvaAiCw ‘put into the hand, 
give’. 

4) the prepositional governing compound(s) Óxóyvocg/Onóyvtog 
immediate, actual, present, near’ (< ‘under one’s hand’-so also L. sub 
manu). 


€ 


3 Cf. Frisk GEW, but also Chantraine DELG sv. 

31 As already indicated (Part I, note 3), Hesychius’ xp&yıov' oóvotouiua ... is faulty. If 
the emendation to oóvtouiuga is accepted, and if a xoáytov is thus a ‘skull fracture’, it 
might be analyzed xpü-Fary-ıo- with a xoā- identical to the xon- of «ofj-ósuvov. But 
the case is ambiguous (cf. I, note 3 for a second possibility altogether). 

32 [t means ‘true’ in later texts by a re-interpretation of A 106. Cf. Leumann Hom W, 331. 

3 Glotta 12, 18 ff. 
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For the root etymology, this yv- ‘hand’ may be compared with Av. 
gauua- ‘hand’.*4 Both are presumably deverbative agent nouns from the 
root of a group of Baltic verbs meaning ‘take, get, receive’ (Lith. gaunu/ 
gauti etc.; cf. Av. günaoiti verschafft”?). The Greek root noun beside the 
Av. o-stem can be paralleled in the same semantic area by, e.g., xA@Y 
‘thief? beside XAonóc ‘id.’ within Greek itself. On this basis one could 
imagine a gou( H) -/gu( H)- ‘taker, receiver’ and a gou(H)6- ‘id.’ special- 
ized to words for ‘hand’ in Greek and Avestan respectively. 

In that case, it would immediately become possible to assume a 
compound xQr]|-yv-o-. But instead of Schwyzer’s ‘having a head and 
hand(s), it would seem semantically more direct to recall that Greek 
X6&poà/xo&ha(t)- has a secondary meaning ‘accomplishment, result’ etc. 
(cf. xoaív ‘accomplish, realize, bring to pass’ and xaQa-óox£o ‘await 
the outcome’). One could thus interpret 4ofjyvog as a possessive com- 
pound xeü-yv-o- ‘with result(s), fulfillment in hand’, and therefore 
‘offerring results’ etc., ‘effective, helpful, useful’. [*] 


24.1.3 The case of xpaınaın also belongs here. As was discussed 
above ($$ 22.2ff.) in connection with xaoat-Bagdw (Pherecr. vs. 
xXapon-Baou&o (Ar), -Baoéo (Arist) etc, there are a number of 
morphological (AAOn- : "AAdar-, 9npà- : OnBat-) and semantic (Añ9- : 
Aaud-) models available for the creation of xapaı- beside xapn-, and 
this pair itself already suggests that it is in these phenomena that there 
might also be found an explanation of xpaı-n&An (Hp., Arist. etc.) ‘diz- 
ziness brought on by drink; hangover’-cf. xoaimaAdw ‘suffer from a 
hangover’ (Ar. +). Galen says the condition is so named ånò tod 
xüepnvov TaAAEoBaL (because of the throbbing of the head’). This 
explanation is semantically unobjectionable. The morphology becomes 
perfectly clear as soon as xoa- is seen as a substitute for x0G-/x0N-, 
parallel to xapaı- beside xapà-/xagon- etc. (as above). We could have 
here a simple case of a determinative compound consisting of «oà- 
‘head’ (as in xon-deuvov) plus näAn, a verbal noun from «óAAouot 
‘leap, jump’ etc. (cf. Attic &va-mGAn ‘a kind of dance’). All that is miss- 
ing is the alternate form *xpà-zéAa. This must have existed in some 
Doric dialect(s), because it is clearly voü&naAü& that was borrowed into 
Latin (whence crapula with the normal Latin phonological develop- 
ments). A *xoaux&Aa would not have given the Latin form (cf. pau- 
vöAng : paenula etc.).?9 


34 See Kellens Noms-racines, 331f., 369f. 
5 A Gk. *«oà-náAà could also have yielded crapula as the loan-form in Latin (cf. xAG@8- 
Qov/Att. xÀAeiüoov : Plaut. fenestra clatrata)- so Leu?, 69. But this xo&- is itself 
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The likelihood of other xo- compounds, however, has certain 
consequences. If xon-/xgã- as a compound form of xáon is not limited 
to non-deuvov, it becomes very difficult to suppose, as has sometimes 
been done,” that xgñ-S8uuvov is dissimilated from *xonvo-öguvov (cf. 
XQüv-iov etc.), since this explanation is inapplicable both to xoñyooc 
and to the *xodGnéAG that seems to have existed beside xQaindAn. 
Additional auxiliary hypotheses would be required. According to a sug- 
gestion of Frisk's?* xofjósuvov could come from *xofjo-6guvov with 
loss of o before 6. To this it may be objected that the phonology is 
highly questionable? So too is the assumption of a *«oào-/*ono- 
‘head’ in Greek, and xpáo-neðov, offered by Frisk as a parallel, is insuf- 
ficient as such (see below). Furthermore, a *xoüo- in woñyuoç and 
*AO0 16A is practically impossible. 


24.2 Consequently, it seems sure that the first member of the com- 
pounds xofjóguvov, *xpüsóAàa (xpaunóAXn), xoñYuoç and perhaps xo&- 
yıov (I, note 3) is a xo-/xon-, but there is more than one theoretically 
possible analysis even so. For the simplex n-a “Gon, it was argued 
(Š 20), among other things, that Myc. (qo-u-)ka-ra demonstrates that 
Greek had a stem kr-eh,-/kr-eh,- 'head’. And short of assuming that 
xügn has nothing to do with this stem, there was no alternative to con- 
cluding that nom.-acc. x&gr simply reflected kr-&h, especially since 
both an inherited nom.-acc. *krh,sn and an innovated Greek nom.-acc. 
*x&oaha, seemed very dubious propositions. But there is no doubt that 
this word had an oblique stem krh,sn- from very early on in Greek 


unlikely. It is phonologically impossible if xogarán in Hp. is genuine Ionic, and is 
morphologically implausible (xg@%- < * krhys- i-?) in any case. 

36 Stolz (JF 17, 88) emphasizes this point, but offers a totally arbitrary solution - namely 
a "popular" treatment that applied to loanwords but not native ones. The assumption 
of Etruscan mediation to account for 4pavutóAn : crapula is unnecessary (Meillet Esq., 
95; Ernout, BSL 30, 122; E-M DELL, sv). 

If crapula points to a (possibly Doric) *«püzáAa beside Attic (and Ionic?) xoa- 
nöAn, this would somewhat disfavor the idea (so now Peters Untersuchungen, 254) that 
xoat- reflects a very ancient locative kreh,-i made to the A,-stem whose nominative 
lies behind xága. Even without potential evidence for a *xpànóAà, one could decline 
to see such a loc. in xpai-x&AÀr| on the grounds that oblique inflection of kr(e)h,- 
‘head’ might well not have survived at all into the individual languages (cf. $$ 26.5, 
51 ff.) except where an oblique case form might have been adverbialized already in the 
protolanguage and inherited as an adverb ($ 26.8.6). 

Y Ehrlich, Zur idg. Sprachgeschichte, 6 ff. 

3 GEW so. 

? Chantraine DELG sv. 
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(details below § 49), and the appearance of this oblique stem as the first 
member of a compound is, in principle, perfectly possible (cf., for that 
matter, consistent Vedic strsa- < krh,sn- as first compound member *). 
It is therefore not possible at first glance to rule out the theoretical 
possibility that xof(Seuvov), xoń(yvoç) and *xea(nGAa) result from 
krh,sn- > woüha- (with a further Attic and Ionic development to 
xona- > xpe > xon-). A genuinely native Attic compound with this 
first member might be conclusive (depending on one’s view of Attic 
reversion‘), but the only relevant forms are xoNdeuvov and “xOnYVvOG 
themselves. xondeuvov, although it occurs in Attic poetry (E. Tr. 508), 
is likely enough to be simply an epic word, and therefore without sig- 
nificance for these purposes. The occurrence of xgoñ6guvov in a tragic 
chorus (E. Ph. 1490) is, of course, even less meaningful. The situation 
of xonyvoc is similar. The occurrence of the word as xofjyvov, with 
-n-, in Theocritus (20.19) indicates that it was very much a Homeric 
(or, at most, Ionic) item, and one will therefore hesitate to conclude 
from a single appearance of xonyvot in Plato (Alc. 1.111e) that the 
word was Attic at all, much less Attic in this phonological shape. 


24.3 The Homeric situation of xofjózuvov, however, might make 
the assumption of Árh,sn- > xon- at least rather dubious. There are 
eleven more or less independent occurrences of the word in the Miad, 
Odyssey and hymns with xen- always in thesis, but with no positive 
indication (either graphic or metrical) of an original disyllabic shape. 


40 W-D 2.1, 56 with the additional information that the nom.-acc. s-stem siras- appears 
as a first compound member in the earlier language only in dvandvas. 

41 The view that one might label “traditional” (Brugmann ZF 9, 154 note 2- cf. Peters 
Untersuchungen 2981f. for further references and discussion) has it that the distinction 
between šupsoñ, On, šyomyóon and Dyıö, £vósà (Brugman also includes £gÚ@uü) is to 
be explained by an early reversion of d to 4 after r followed by e(h)a > 4 contraction 
followed by a second episode of reversion after i and e. In this view, a xoāha- (> 
xona- > xpeð-) would be expected to end up as Attic xon- (unless one accepts a 
revised chronology of Att.-Ion. @ > 4 and a(h)a > 4 contraction- cf. note 6 above). 
On the other hand, some views that operate with only one episode of reversion (e.g. 
Gates, Glotta 54, 44ff.; Miller, Die Sprache 22, 137 ff.) would aim, in essence, to 
explain Attic rã < re(h)a as analogical (don after yévn etc.), but must also then 
explain the failure of analogy to apply to i/ea < i/eea (yið, £vOgà vs. EdyEVT)). Some 
such view may yet prove to be workable. (I agree with Peters Untersuchungen 299f. in 
rejecting Gates’ suggestion that yig was originally an &-stem and therefore a "special 
case", but the general approach taken by Gates is, in my opinion, still thinkable.) In 
any case, a single-reversion theory might lead one to expect Attic xoã- from xoüiha-, 
and this expectation might be confirmed by oblique x@@t- in the tragedians (if genuine 
Attic— cf. note 6 once again). 
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This contrasts sharply with the case of krh,sn- in the denominative verb 
«^oüaivo (< krh,sn-iole- see below) ‘achieve; rule over’, where the 
great majority of the forms in the Miad still presuppose a disyllabic 
xoàav-— directly or indirectly (e.g. Exexoa(Hatve, dXxEüavTov, «onfivat 
etc.). Even in the Odyssey, the forms are still evenly divided between 
disyllabic and contracted shapes (uQ7jvat etc. vs. xomñvo;7 etc.). It must 
be remembered, of course, that *xpàdó&uv-/*xoijiXoEuv- would be 
impossible to use in hexameters, and that *xoÉG@68uv- would at least be 
difficult (though not impossible—cf. xp&t&votácv, Opáo£&uov etc.) 
without metrical lengthening.*? Consequently, the cases of xofjósuvov 
vs. (predominant) xonfjvaı etc. are not as completely parallel as one 
might wish. But the assumption that «ofjóguvov did not enter the epic 
dialect until after a contraction ? of XPEÜ- to xon- is nevertheless an 
unattractive one, and krh,sn- > xon- may probably be safely dis- 
counted —especially if nothing further is to be based on this decision. 


24.4 The other possibility, of course, is to identify xon- in its stem 
formation with the simplex nom.-acc. x40n < | er-&h,. This can again be 
done in two ways: xoT- could either reflect kr-eh, - (with a stem iden- 
tical to that of xäen, but showing the non-syllabic Lindeman’s Law var- 
iant that would be theoretically regular in the polysyllabic compound), 
or Ér-h,-'* the zero grade form of the nom.-acc. simplex (cf., e.g., 
Hom. dpv-töuog ‘woodcutter’ and RV dru-sád- ‘sitting in a tree’, dru- 
padá- ‘wooden post’ vs. n-a simplex 669v/ dáru ‘wood, tree’). Between 
these last two possibilities, both of which would suggest that xon- is 
very archaic, there is no reasonable way to decide. 


24.5.1 There are no other sure examples of Greek compounds 
showing a first member related to xáon etc. and meaning ‘head’. The 
two other cases that have sometimes been associated with «ofj- (deu- 
vov) are very unlikely to belong here. These are 4onoqóygtov ‘(place 
of) refuge’ (Hdt., D.H., Luc.) and 4póons00v ‘border (of a garment or 
place), flank (of an army)’ (Attic : Ar. +). The first of these has been 
analyzed xeno-pbyerov with a first member reflecting krh,-s-, in effect, 


42 But cases of -£ıü-/-Eiw- metrically lengthened from -£à-/-£o- that in turn comes 
from -mü- / -mó- are, at the very least, exceedingly rare if exampled at all. 

4 I must forgo at the moment a discussion of whether (or to what extent) the epic tradi- 
tion could scan -e&- as a monosyllable by “synezesis” before that sequence had actually 
contracted in contemporaneous Ionic. For a survey of cases of Homeric "synezesis" cf. 
Chantraine Gramm 1, 69 ff. I 

4 Naturally, xáon itself cannot reflect krh,. 
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and equivalent to the stem of Skt. Sirah and Av. sarah- (< krh,-os) 
‘head’. The compound, in this interpretation, means ‘a flight for the 
head’ (?), whence ‘a place to which one flees to save his head’. But the 
semantics are rather forced, and for this reason Wackernagel^* pro- 
posed a *xongo-qóyecov, with a first member identical to xoñoç ‘debt’ 
(Hom. xoeiog, lon., Att. xo£oc). For the form of the first member 
Wackernagel compares Enog : &neo-BöAog etc., and for the aspirate dis- 
similation across a compound boundary ’Exeod£Evng (= ’Exe-) etc." 
The final step in the proposed development is the eventual contraction 
of xQneo-o to xono-o. The original meaning would thus be ‘flight 
from debt’ and then ‘refuge (in general)’. This analysis has no phono- 
logical or morphological drawbacks as long as the compound is taken 
as a relatively archaic one, formed at a time when the s-stem in ques- 
tion still had a long vowel in its first syllable. At a somewhat later stage 
both Ionic (with xo&og-Hom., Hdt.; pl. yoéa—Hes.) and Attic (xo£og 
— Plato; pl. yoéa—Ar.) have a shortened vowel there, and a model like 
Enog : £x£o- would lead to xyoéog : yoseo- (> xotio-) while Enea : 
&n£o- would produce a yoéa : yoso- (at least in Ionic).* As to the dial- 
ectal position of the compound, its pattern of attestation (Hdt., D. H., 
Luc.) makes it appear that this is an Ionic form that was resurrected 
(presumably from Herodotus) by a pair of authors of the imperial 
age”. 


24.5.2 Even though *xpneo-p. is a formally acceptable preform, 
however, one may object to the proposed semantics. If it originally 
meant an escape specifically from debt and then came to mean a refuge 
in general, it either ought to have this specific meaning or a general 
meaning. But it has neither. Herodotus uses the word four times (5.124, 
8.51, 9.15, 9.96). It never means an escape from debt. But neither does it 
refer sometimes to a refuge from one thing, and on other occasions to a 


* e.g. Kretschmer KZ 31, 410 followed by Solmsen RAM 53, 156. 

4 KZ 33, 56f. (= Kl Schr 1, 735f.). 

For the operation of Grassman's Law when the two aspirates do not belong to consec- 
utive syllables cf., e. g., (h)aógA«póc ‘brother’, (h)&uadog ‘sand’, (h)Edapog ‘foundation’ 
etc. (Schwyzer GG 1, 261). 

Such a case of aspirate dissimilation does not necessarily mean that the compound 
actually dates from the very onset (or first episode) of Grassman's Law (e.g. Schwyzer 
GG 1, 261 on &xexeipla etc.). 

Lucian would have been particularly likely to have come across an Ionic xonoqoóygrov 
in a source like Herodotus if the Herodotean (or at least Ionic historical) parody ITeoi 
fig Zuping 9600 was written by him. 
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refuge from something else. «onoqoóyetov in Herodotus always refers 
very specifically to a pre-arranged position in which combatants may 
take refuge in order not to be killed by the enemy in war. This makes it 
somewhat difficult to see how the word could reflect *yoneo-@., and it 
might not be out of place to consider an alternative. 


24.5.3 The very specific meaning that xono@byetov always bears 
in Herodotus (where the trustworthy evidence begins and ends) sug- 
gests comparison with the frequent Homeric xfjpa «uysiv ‘escape 
death (in battle)’, an exact semantic match: 


50 More recently, S.G. Kapsomenos (Glotta 40, 43 ff.) has taken xonopbyetov to be dis- 
similated from a *nQno-pvyetov which itself contains, as its first member, a length- 
ened grade variant of the preverb/preposition m00c and nQéc (as in NOéG-Buc, and ten- 
uously attested as a free form in grammarians). This suggestion does not impose itself: 
neither is there any compelling evidence (especially in Ionic, to which the word is lim- 
ited) for a *nong, nor is the dissimilation 7 ... 9 > w... @ well established. 

xono-püyetov has also now been discussed by M. Peters ( Untersuchungen, 232 ff.), 
who interprets xomo- (as well as the xpao- of npáo-neðov ‘edge, seam") as a local 
adverb * Aras ‘at the edge’. This * Eras, in turn, is taken by Peters to be the original g.- 
abl. of the formation that also lies behind x&o% ‘head’. A xono-pbystov would thus be 
a ‘refuge on the edge’ or ‘refuge on the sidelines’. This requires, however, that «óoa 
could be used to refer not only to the top of something, but to any extreme point, 
whether the highest point or not. And it is Peters’ view that xoa can in fact denote 
this (233 n. 180). In support of this claim, he cites the Homeric phrase (t 140, v 102 = 
346) ... &ni xOATOS Atiévog ... ‘at the head or far end of the bay’, and I know of no 
other relatively early occurrence of «ápa that would even appear to have any meaning 
other than ‘head’ or ‘top’. But it is demonstrable that Ent xoa tóc Awiévog actually 
means, quite literally, ‘at the top (= outermost point) of the bay’. This usage is imme- 
diately clear and comprehensible as soon as it is recalled that to ‘sail out’ is to ‘sail up’ 
(&vamAgiv) and to ‘sail in’ is to ‘sail down’ (xatamnAsiv). The ‘top’ (x&en) is therefore 
that part of the bay that is closest to the open sea (i.e. its entrance). This is all made 
clear in any case by the context at v 140 ff.: 

QUTAE ¿nì “OATHS Awuévog HEEL AYAGOV 0600, 

ZxONnVY ONG oneloug' neol 6 alyeıpoı nepodaotv. 

EvOa KOTENAEOLEV ... 

‘At the top (= outermost point or entrance) of the bay there flows shining water 

in a spring from beneath a cave ... 

At that spot we sailed down (= in; i.e. entered the bay) .. 


This Hom. phrase is therefore the exception that proves the rule that x4ea means only 
‘head’ or ‘highest point’ (of a mountain or a bay). If so, it seems quite unlikely that the 
first member of xeno-pÖyetov has anything to do with «Qa etc. 

As to Peters’ reference to xemaAn in the mg. ‘extremity’ (of a plot of land), LSJ 
gives two passages—one a papyrus from 3*4 B.C., the other a papyrus from 3d A.D. 
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... 0008 Bin HoaxAfjoc pbye xea (È 117) 

... OVÖE xev ADTOS DNExOvYE xoa ... (E 22) 

... VAVATOV xai xjoa pÓyousgv (P 714) 
ENPLYEELV Oóvatóv te xoxóv xal uou ... (D 66) 
“al vO xev Exovye xpa ... (6 502) etc. 


Now xño ‘death, destruction, doom’ cannot itself directly account for 
the first member of xorjo-qóystov,? but it does suggest a direction in 
which the solution may lie. une is referred by some? to the root 
(kerh,-) of «epatGo (Hom. +) ‘slaughter, destroy’ (cf. RV srnatı : AV 
asarit ‘smash’). There is some question about this? and xno might 
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Unless one were willing to adopt the view that xo ultimately comes from a root noun 
(kfh,-s/krh,-Es etc.) by a series of analogical developments (see note 53 just below), 
and that xeno- goes back to the old gen.-abl. krh, -es apophonically reduced (to 
krh,-s-) in composition. But such a hypothesis would be questionable in several 
respects-not the least of them that the assumption of such an old instance of an 
inflected gen.-abl. as the first member of a compound is a risky one. 

Frisk GEW sv; Chantraine DELG sov uno, àxf]patog is more hesitant. 

If une has the root (kerh,-) of nepaiilo etc. The starting point for any further develop- 
ments of the root noun in question would probably have been a paradıgm which had 
already generalized zero root vocalism throughout. Roots ending in -euH and -eı 7 
show generalized zero grade in their simplex root nouns consistently enough that it is 
attractive to assign this innovation to PIE: iH- ‘strength’ (L. wis; Gk. Fic, Fit); 
kruh,- ‘gore, flesh’ (Olr. crú, Av. acc. xrüm, Slavic *kry-OPol. kry e.g); bhruH- 
‘brow’ (Ved. bhrü-, Gk. (6)poüg, Olr. acc. du da bri). In a few other cases, zero-grade 
simplex root noun paradigms to -e;H and -euH roots are highly probable for the 
Indo-Iranian stage (Ved. íri-/ Av. inst. sraiia for *sriia ‘beauty —cf. Kellens Noms- 
racines, 378, Schindler Wurzelnomen, 47; Ved. ju- ‘charger, steed'/ Av. nom. sg. zus 
'swift (one) - Kellens Noms-racines, 104ff., Schindler Wurzelnomen, 18). Vedic root 
nouns like bhi- ‘fear’ and dhi- ‘thought’ conform as well, but their lack of exact outside 
correspondents makes it impossible to show directly that the generalization of zero 
vocalism was as early in these cases. It would be arbitrary, however, to suppose that it 
was significantly later than that of já-, $ri-(?), or even bhrá. 

For roots in -eRH and -enH, the evidence is scantier. But Av. xa- (nom. sg. xd Y. 
10.4) ‘well-spring’ could reflect a root noun kh,nH-s (cf. Ved. khan- ‘dig’: khata-, khan- 
itár-, bisa-khá- and see Kellens Noms-racines, 382 ff.). A corresponding Ved. kha-s, re- 
interpreted as an a-stem, would have led to RV acc. khám ‘source’. Likewise, RV ja- 
‘offspring’ potentially points to a root noun £nÁ,-s. RV gir ‘invocation’ beside Av. gar- 
(dat. sg. gairg, acc. pl. garo, inst. pl. garöbis - Kellens Noms-racines, 24 f.) falls just short 
of guaranteeing a grH-s/grH-as for I-Ir (cf. sri- beside Av. inst. *sriia above). Still less 
can one be absolutely sure of an inherited p/H-s reflected by Ved. pir ‘city (wall). But 
it remains fair to say that root nouns made from roots of the shapes -eiH, -euH, -eRH, 
and -enH show root zero grade throughout their paradigms in the various branches 
when there is any evidence at all. Positive indications of full grades even in the strong 
cases of such root nouns appear to be entirely lacking. The least objectionable assump- 
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instead have the root (ker-) of xeiow.>4 But whether or not “fo and 
xegatto share the same root, it is clear that they have been in a close 


tion for a putative root noun made to the root of xegaiCw etc. would therefore be that 
its paradigm, already early on, was kph, -s /krh,-és. The question then becomes how this 
paradigm could have led to xno /xnpöc. 

But a prior question is whether Hom. xńo represents ker or kár (> Ion. kar). If it 
is ker, then xäpı in Alcaeus (PLF 38.7) and xäpu in Aleman (PMG 88)- cf. also xág: 
Q&vatoc (Hsch.)- would have to be hyper-Aeolic and -Doric respectively (and Att. 
Käpeg rejected in favor of the variant Kijpgg- cf. Chantraine DELG sv), while x0 in 
Pindar, tragic lyrics, and Attic prose (Pl. +) simply represent ker as such. In that case, 
one might suppose that *hyh,-s/krh,-és first became Gk. * kdras/ krr-ós, and that this 
was analogically remodelled to ker/*krr-ös before ker was generalized throughout to 
yield an eventual kér/kér-ds. The problem here is the rarity of securely assumable mod- 
els that could have favored the creation of a new nominative ker beside oblique *krr- 
(phrén/ * phran-6s—cf. phrn-si > Pi ppaoi(v)??). The relevant material for n-stems in 
Peters ( Untersuchungen 170ff., 177 ff. with references to Somsen Glotta 1, 76ff.) points 
mainly to -ön/-pn- and only very rarely to -en/-pn- (even if it is granted that e.g. 
otepav ‘lofty; summit’ beside otéqavog ‘wreath’ etc. really guarantees a one-time 
-WV / *-av-0¢ n-stem paradigm). 

The alternative (taking Hom. xńo as Ion. kar < kár) is easier in only one respect. 
One could simply assume that kfhy-s/ krh, -és etc. eventually yielded Att.-Ion. and Dor. 
* báras / kar-ós and that a new nominative kar (i.e. a new paradigm kár/ * kar-ós) was 
modelled on the types -tno / -TEpog, -tQ / -rogoç, -qy / -evoc, -wv/-ovog before the 
long vowel of the new nominative was generalized. 

But there are several drawbacks to this explanation: 

1) It requires that the V, / V. types exemplified by &ocf]p / &o1£poc, ixóv / eixóvoc 
etc., which are themselves an innovation (contrast oblique &oxég- with &otoa), had 
already come into existence before the generalization of the long-vowel stem allo- 
morph in root nouns (ðe / ÜnNE-Ög etc.). This is hard to judge. 

2) An oblique *kar- (ós etc.), the basis of the new nominative kar, might not have 
arisen from older éyh,- (és etc.) in all dialects. Aeolic could be expected to have had 
kor- (os etc.) instead, and consequently a new nominative *x@Q. Alcaeus’ x&Qt could 
not then be interpreted as genuine Aeolic. 

3) The result would be that while xg in Alcman could be the genuine Doric corre- 
spondent of Ionic epic xp, Pindar’s xe would have to be an epicism and xàg in Al- 
caeus could be neither genuine Aeolic nor epic. And xfjp in Attic prose and tragic lyric 
would either be genuine Attic or borrowed from epic. But it is not likely to be an 
epicism. Not only does it occur fairly freely in prose, but the meanings taken by xhg in 
Attic prose and in tragedy seem to owe relatively little to Homeric usage. If Attic xe 
is a native word, however, and really reflects kär (< Ear), it is all the more surprising 
that it does not appear as x&g in tragic lyric. 

All in all, it is perhaps not impossible that xñ is from the root of xepailo etc., 
but there is at the very least some serious question about it even from the morphologi- 
cal point of view. 

54 D.J. N. Lee, Glotta 39, 191ff.; P. Ramat, AGT 50, 121ff.; Schindler Wurzelnomen, 86. 
This etymology is probably best supported by semantic arguments. Morphologically, 
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synchronic association for a long time, as is shown by à-xfpatog 
‘unharmed’ (Hom. +). This form is best taken as a re-arrangement of 
expected *&-xápa tog (to kerh,-; cf. à-0ó&vaoc to dhuenh,- or Ü-XALO- 
tOG to kemh,-; also RV Sürta- ‘smashed’ and Av. a-sarata- ‘unbroken’ < 
krh,-to-) that has been influenced by &-xfjprog ‘unharmed’ (Hom. +), 
which is apparently a negative possessive compound of xo.” The rela- 
tionship, then, between 4£patGo and à-xfjpatog is parallel to Sáuvny : 
&-Oáuatoc, voro : &-Dávatoc, x@uvo : à-xáparog and a few 
others. But the changed root vocalism suggests that xo (especially by 
way of &xfjptoc) was associated with x£potGo early on.’® 


the question remains whether an original ker/* krr-ös (with the root of neigo and the 
disyllabic Lindeman's Law variant in the oblique) would have led to a genuine Aeolic 
xüo (Alc. X&ot. Cf. note 53 just above). 

änfpatog also means ‘pure’ already in Homer (Q 303 with wo- cf. &xfjpatoc said of 
wine at 1205). It is not clear whether ‘unharmed’ has adopted this as a secondary 
meaning or whether ‘pure’ is a (rearrangement of a) derivative of the root seen in x£- 
Q&vvuju etc. ‘mix’ (cf. Frisk GEW svv 1., 2. auneatoc; Lee Glotta 39, 201). 

56 It seems less likely that axfipatog ‘unharmed’ was somehow based on @ynpatog ‘age- 
less’, since the latter is not found before Euripides and may be suspected of being a 
rearrangement of aynoaoc/ dyripwc. 

Lee (Glotta 39, 201 ff.) refers dxjpatos directly to xo by root etymology (after 
having argued convincingly that xño itself belongs with x£íQo etc.). But although uno 
may very well belong with xeipw, there seems to be no plausible way of analyzing &xń- 
Qatoc either as a primary derivative of ker- ‘cut’ or as a derivative of xño (since 
xnoaívo, not found before Aeschylus, is clearly too late to serve the purpose). And 
Lee's semantic argumentation on pp. 201 ff., even if it succeeds in making ‘undivided’ 
> ‘uneaten’ a possibility for &xfjpavoc, does not in my opinion succeed in ruling out 
‘intact, unharmed’ (cf. also Chantraine DELG so xno). We may therefore prefer to 
take &xńpatoç ‘unharmed’ as belonging with xepatGo etc. —whether or not we also 
include x70 itself. 

Sommer ( Nominalkomp., 115 with note 2) points out that privative bahuvrihis do not 
normally have a compositional -to-. This means that &xñetuoç is either simply abnormal 
or points to an unattested *xfjpıog or owes its existence to some special circumstance. 
Noting that &xf|pioc occurs in Homer, the Hymns, and Hesiod only before the bucolic 
diaeresis, and that a second ó&xfjpioc (: xño ‘heart’) is also restricted to that position, 
Sommer ( Nominalkomp., 152) suggests that &xfjptog (: xfjo) - which is found already in 
Il - represents a remodelling of an *&xr]oog intended for use before the bucolic diaere- 
sis, and that Qxñouoç (: xf]p) — first found in Od- really represents no more than a sec- 
ondary referral of original &xfjpvoc (: xfjo) to une, whence a new meaning but the 
same positional characteristics for one and the same &unouoc. If we adopt this view of 
&xfjotoc ‘unharmed’, then the remodelling of an *&xápa toc to dxtjpatog (: xepailo) 
would have been directly motivated by «fio itself. 
58 In short, xp may have the root either of xepatto (kerh,-) or of xelow (ker-) in the 
first instance, but it was apparently to the group containing xepat(o and &xfoatoc 
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24.5.4 But dxnpartog is not the only form associated with xeoaiCa 
that has replaced a more primary one. The entire verb system (not 
extensive in any case) results from Greek innovation. Homer has only 
the present (indic.; infin.; ptcpl.), the imperfect, and probably the future 
(neoalgépev, universally accepted correction for the MSS. -tC&wev at 
[I 830). There is also a deverbative xepaiotng derived from this present 
at H. Herm. 336. An aorist éxeodtoa first appears in Herodotus. This 
small verb system receives no significant additions even in much later 
texts. Although it is clear from the outset that this is a recent set of 
forms, there remains the question of just how they were created. 
Schwyzer5? classes xegatG@ with denominatives of the type àyAatGo 
‘make splendid’ (: &yAaóc), adAiGouat ‘lie in the courtyard, dwell’ 
(: adAN), or xanviCw ‘make smoke’ etc. (: xamvGc). But this makes little 
sense in the absence of a noun or adjective *x£paoc/xgoaà from which 
to derive it. Frisk, on the other hand, rejects a denominative deriva- 
tion of the verb altogether and suggests that 5atC@ ‘cleave’ is to Sato- 
uat ‘divide, distribute’ as xepatGo is (or was) to the primary formation 
from kerh,- ‘destroy’ that it has replaced. This, of course, remains 
groundless without some evidence of what kind of primary formation 
that was. Only then could the parallelism between x£patGo and Sail 
be judged.*! In addition, the almost complete limitation of the forms of 
xepatto to the present and imperfect does somewhat favor a denomin- 
ative origin. 

In fact, xegpatto may easily be a denominative, but not of the type 
&yAatCw etc. Greek once had a neuter s-stem kerh, -s ‘destruction’ from 
the root of xeQatCm (smáti etc.). This is made clear by the privative 
adjective &xégatoc (Hdt. +) ‘unharmed’ (= ó&xfjpatoc).9? This adjec- 
tive, in turn, seems to be an example of a (mainly post-Homeric) type 
which simply has the privative &-prefixed to the positive adjective. The 


(also &xnp&otioc, &xépoioc) that it synchronically belonged (or came to belong) at 
some relatively early stage. 

5? Schwyzer GG, 735. 

€ GEW, sv. 

61 Since Frisk specifically suggests that xepattGo has replaced a nasal infix present like the 
one continued by Ved. synati ‘smashes’ and Olr. ara-chrin ‘perishes’, the pair öatoyaı : 
SatCw would seem even less apt a parallel. 

62 Just as àxfjpatog can mean both ‘unharmed’ and ‘unmixed’ (cf. note 55), dxéQatog 
eventually turns up with both meanings as well. But &x&pauog is ‘unmixed, pure’ rela- 
tively rarely and not before Euripides, while Herodotus and Thucydides use àxépouoc 
only to mean ‘undamaged, intact’. There seems little choice here but to suppose that 
‘unmixed’ is simply a secondary meaning. 
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older situation is represented in the contrast between positive ÖlxaLog 
and negative Quoc (: 66m) or positive yrpautóc and negative &yrjpaog 
(: yfioag). But at a certain point the pattern 6ñÀoç : AönAog, PéPatoc : 
aßEßarog (Hp. +) begins to gain ground and it is probably to this stage 
that the creation of &-xépotog (Hdt., Thuc. +) belongs. This implies a 
*u£oouog ‘destroyed’ that is not itself attested. 


24.5.5 In any case, there are two possible analyses of (à)-xépouoc. 
Underlying this adjectival derivative must be either an à-stem (din : 
Sixatoc) or an -aç stem (ytfjpag : ynoatdc). Of these two possibilities, 
the -aç stem is the better choice because it can account for both à-xéo- 
aoc and xepatGo. A *xépac “destruction” (< kerh,-s) as the basis of a 
denominative xepailo ‘destroy’ would be exactly parallel to xt£peo 
(: *x1$poc 9?) ‘funerary honors’ (Hom. +) beside xtepeilo ‘bury with 
full honors’ (Hom.).6 It would seem, then, that Greek inherited a neu- 
ter s-stem verbal noun beside whatever primary verbal formation it ori- 
ginally had from kerh,- ‘destroy’. The primary verb, however, was 
replaced by a denominative (xepatGo) derived from this s-stem. Even- 
tually, the s-stem (*x€Qac) was also eliminated (possibly because of its 
homonymity with xépacg ‘horn’), and to the extent that xeoaiCa 
retained a verbal noun of its own at all, this, as we have seen, was np. 

If, as was noted above, the situation in which one finds mention of 
a KENO-PÜYETOV is precisely the same as that of Homeric xfjpa pvyeiv, 
and if in addition xfj acts at least partly as the verbal noun to XEQOGO, 
and has replaced a *wépag < kerh,-s ‘destruction’ in that function, it 
would seem reasonable to suppose that the first member of xQno- 
púystov could reflect krh,-s- > noo- > Ionic xeno-. For the com- 
plete apophonic reduction of an s-stem as first compound member, one 
might compare d0-(ppatvouaın) ‘smell’ < od-s- (cf. L. odor), or Hom- 
eric £00-(qóooc) ‘dawnbearing’ which is trisyllabic (— U w) and prob- 


$ The only singular that corresponds to Hom. utégea ‘funerary gifts/honors’ is x1éga 
(Hom., A.R.) ‘gift, possession’, which for its part never appears in the plural. It seems 
possible that an original singular *xt&pog ‘gift, possession’ adopted -aç inflection by 
assimilation to the nearly synonymous yéQac ‘possession given as a token of honor’. 

64 The apparently old pattern neut. in -oç : denominative -etG@ was later redone to -oç : 
-(Go on the model of o-stems and their -(&@ denominatives (£évog : EeviCw etc.). This 
newer type of -(Go denominative from neuter s-stems is found already in Homer (tei- 
xos : &xevyiocavto H 449), and *x1épog/ utépea itself has xtepicete / xtegioatev ( : 
Xt£O(GO) beside utepéiCe / xtegetEan ( : XvepetGo) in the epics. Cf. Chantraine Gramm 
1, 339; Schwyzer GG 1, 135f. 
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ably represents an *avo- < A,us-s-© (cf. Skt. oblique us- to usas- 
‘dawn’), or AV sirs-akti- (but cf. $ 52.4). 


24.6 In the case of Attic xoáo-neðov ‘border (of a garment or 
region), flank (of an army)’, it has become usual“ to take the first 
member as a reflex of krh,-s- ‘head’ (cf. once again RV Sirah etc.). But it 
is not clear why this should be so. There is no indication in the way the 
term is used that it refers specifically to the upper edge of something, 
and ‘(upper) edge’ would in any case be altogether meaningless in some 
of the topographical uses. In the sense ‘flank (of an army)’, there is like- 
wise no suggestion of ‘vanguard’ or ‘front’. In fact, the opposite seems 
to be the case in the derivative xpaoneöttng (Plu.), which refers to a 
member of a chorus who brings up the rear and is specifically con- 
trasted with the xopvpaiog ‘chorus leader’. But while it is fair to say 
that kyh,-s- ‘head’ is entirely inappropriate here, no alternative imposes 
itself either. The etymology of xoáo-(neðov) is best considered 
unknown. 


25.1 A study of Greek first compound members related to x&en 
‘head’ ($$ 22-24) thus results in a recognition of two types. Either the 
simplex itself appears (xapnfagía etc.) or else we find a xon-/xoa-. 
This could reflect either kr-eh,- or kr-h,- beside Simplex kr-Eh,, but is 
not likely to reflect anything else ($ 24.3—.4). If kr-h- i Is assumed, this 
would furnish an alternation kr-eh, -/kr-h,-. This is unsure, of course, 
for the first compound members, but -kr-h,- is probably to be recog- 
nized as a second compound member in Greek. 


65 Schwyzer GG 1, 440 with notes 7 and 8 and references. On h,us-s- > Gk. avo- Peters 
Untersuchungen, 12 ff., 72 f. 

Schmidt Neutra, 365; Risch, ZF 59, 14; Frisk GEW and Chantraine DELG sv noáo- 
nedov. Peters Untersuchungen, 232f. makes a slightly different suggestion in seeing 
here a *&rás that ultimately represents the adverbialized gen.-abl. of a * erh / kreh- 
‘head’ (cf. $$ 9.6 f.). The semantics remain unappealing (cf. the question of xpnoqó- 
yetov, note 50). 

For an Attic x9a0- that conveys ‘edge, seam, border’ one might think of a *kr-s- (root 
of xeigw ‘cut’ etc.) that belongs with &-xagfjc **uncut(table) > short, small’ (Hsch. 
a&xaonc ... TÒ Poayd 6 oú6š «cipat olóv Te). This would be consistent with an s-stem 
* ker-es- ‘a cut, a cutting’, which might reasonably come to mean ‘seam, edge’. Alterna- 
tively, a root etymology might be provided by xaigog ‘fringe of warp threads by which 
cloth is tied to the loom during weaving’. This term is especially reminiscent of xodo- 
xeðov in the meaning ‘seam, border of a garment’, but appears to be made on a root 
ker- (thus kr-io-) in view of Arm. sari-(k^) ‘string’ (Pokorny JEW 577, Frisk GEW sv 
Xalpoc). 
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25.2 The Hesychius gloss Tyxeog' &yx&paAog (‘brain’; the form is 
also discussed by Herodian) is generally analyzed en-kr-o-59 with a sec- 
ond member referred to xáon etc.? But as we have seen, this word for 
'head' in Greek (and elsewhere-see below) was an -eh,-stem, so that a 
more precise reconstruction would be en-kr-(h,)-o- with a phonological 
loss of the laryngeal in this position” and an original meaning '(resid- 
ing/belonging) i in the head’. The basic argument for -kr-(h,)-o- rather 
than -kr-o- is that a k(e)r ‘head’ cannot even account for both -kr-o- 
and x6&gà within Greek (not to speak of the comparative evidence), 
while a kr-(e)h, is possible for all the forms. In other words, a k(e)r is 
sometimes possible, but never necessary, and is possible only in ambi- 
guous cases. 

Cited, at any rate, as parallels for this phonological development 
are VEO-yV-Óc ‘new-born’ (Hom. hymns +) and Latin priui-gn-us ‘step- 
child’ from -gn(H)-o-, and the rule may have first operated already in 
PIE to judge from this Greek-Latin correspondence and similar pheno- 
mena in Indo-Iranian’! (e.g. RV tuvi-gr-a- ‘swallowing mightily’ < 
iu H-i-g*r(h;)-o-). The compound en-kr(h.) -o- would be a governing 
compound of the usual inherited type with a structure comparable to 
that of Ön-arðp-oç ‘out in the open’ (: aide), RV anu-path-a- < -pnt- 
h,-o- (going) along the path’ (: panthah < pent-oh,-s) etc., and it is 
therefore not implausible to suppose that it has received an archaic type 
of phonological treatment that has somewhat obscured the synchronic 
relationships between simplex xá&on/xáoà and first member xon-/xoG- 
on the one hand and second member -xQ-0¢ on the other. 


25.3 It is in any case this lack of synchronic relatedness that prob- 
ably led to the reformation of the compound. It also appears as Eyxa- 
005 (AP- Alc., Lyc.) with the -xao- vocalism of the simplex, a seemingly 
fresh formation altogether and perhaps simply made on the formal 
model «£poAf| ‘head’ : £y-xéqaXog ‘brain’ = xáon : Ey-xapoc.’? But a 
third form of this compound meaning ‘brain’ is &xapog (EM 45.13), 
which is said to show an à- < n- that represents a zero grade allo- 


68 yx- > iyx- cf. Schwyzer GG, 275. 

? Frisk GEW and Chantraine DELG sv, Forssman, Glotta 45, 4. 

7? Kuryłowicz Apophonie, 172; Beekes Development, 242ff.; Schindler, Die Sprache 15, 
166. 

n W-D 1, 93ff. 

7? So Frisk GEW 1, 438; Chantraine DELG, 310. In any case, for the semantic develop- 
ment ‘(found etc.) in the head’ to ‘brain’ cf. Olr. inchinn ‘brain’ (: cenn ‘head’). 
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morph of £v? and thus an n-Ár-h,-o-. This by-form, of course, cannot 
be explained as a relatively late innovation nearly as easily as was possi- 
ble for Ey-xapoc. The &- < n- as rare and isolated as it is, would have 
to be considered an archaism. One could either suppose that the laryn- 
geal loss assumed for iy-xpog was an optional rule and that z-Ër-h,-o- 
simply did not undergo it, or that the laryngeal was analogically res- 
tored at a somewhat later date but before -rHV- developed to Greek 
-XoV-, or that *ürpog < n-kr-(h,) -o- with laryngeal loss was remo- 
delled in a somewhat amorphous way under the influence of the sim- 
plex xáoð in some dialect(s). This is all quite unsure, however, and even 
the status of a zero grade n- beside normal en-(1, etc.) is not at all 
secure. 


25.4 The reality of a second compound member -kr-h,-(0-) in 
these words for ‘brain’ thus stands or falls with the strength of the case 
that can be made for tyxeoc. And although it is a perfectly plausible 
one, there is a slightly disturbing factor to be dealt with—the words 
padaxods (Hdt., Anacr., Ar. +) ‘bald’ and Aevxpög, which also means 
‘bald’ in the dialect of Salamis, according to Herodian.”4 

Now @adAaxods is one of a number of adjectival formations. in 
-xooç that have a "familiar" tone,’ and to qaAóg Asuxóc (Hsch.) 
beside pañaxpóç one may formally compare SguÀóç ‘wretched’ beside 
dellaxpog ‘pitiable (Ar.). The origins of this -x-oo- formation are clear 
at least in outline,” and to «aAo- : (aAa-x-oo- one may compare on 
the one hand veo- : vea-x- (véa£), and veo- : vea-po- (veapöc) on the 
other. But whatever the details of its formation in the first instance, it is 
difficult to rule out completely the possibility that paAa-xoög (when 
opposed at some point in some dialect to terms like madavtiac ‘bald 
man’ etc.) was re-interpreted as having a -xgo- that had something to 
do with xäpü/xpärt-, and that the word was semantically re-analyzed 
as ‘bald-head(ed)’. The creation of an *Éy-xoog (using this apparent 
“compositional” -xoo-) beside Ey-x&EpaAog might not be totally out of 
the question under these circumstances, and it is almost certainly the 
-x00- of MaAaxods in any case that led to the Aevxedc reported by 
Herodian. 


73 Schulze, KZ 29, 263 f. with reference to Schmidt KZ 27, 307. Cf. Seiler KZ 75, 3. 

74 Herodian 1, 203.25 (ed. Lentz). 

75 Chantraine Formation, 225 with note 1, who sees puAaxods as influenced by &xpog 
—and supposes this even for deiAuxpog ("composé populaire"). 

76 Frisk Nominalbildung, 62ff. Frisk follows Chantraine in seeing such derivatives as 
paàaxpóç and SeiAaxooc as “popular”, but advocates an entirely different analysis. 
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25.5 Although this is a possibility, it must be considered a remote 
one, for such a re-analysis of the -x00¢ of qaXoxoóc would at least be 
hindered by other -xpoç formations that do not suggest ‘head’ at all: 
deiAaxoos has already been mentioned, and to this may be added ĝa- 
Avxpög (Call, AP) ‘hot’ and GAvueds (Nic, EM) ‘warm’, yavxoógc 
(Hsch.), oavxoóc (Hsch.) etc. Furthermore, one may seriously question 
a re-interpretation that results in a unique pairing like simplex xGoé : 
second member -x00-g; and to invoke first member «oà-/xon- (xofy- 
SELLVOV as above) and set xon- : -xoo-c parallel to nEMaAT : -4£poXog is 
too far-fetched to consider seriously. 

All things considered, then, it seems best to retain the interpreta- 
tion en- kr-(h,) -o- for tyxooc. This furnishes a -kr-h,- for Greek which 
is clearly the completely reduced form of the same stem that appears as 
the nom.-acc. of the simplex x@ea (< kr-éh,). It is important to note, 
however, that the existence of a -kr-h,- in composition does not require 
the reconstruction of a simplex paradigm for this Greek word that 
includes both &r-eh,- and kr-h,-. The allomorph showing complete apo- 
phonic reduction need not have appeared in that shape in the simplex 
paradigm before being used in compound, since an early enough com- 
pounding may itself have conditioned it. This is a point to which we 
will return below. 


26.1 Other Greek forms that have sometimes been mentioned as 
potentially relevant to the question of the analysis of x&oü include 
Xo tà (GO) «ofj9ev (Hom., Hes.) ‘from the head down (?)’ and ¿ni «ép 
(Hom.) ‘headlong’ (whence àvà xde ‘upwards’ in Hp.). The first of 
these, however, has been eliminated from the group in question: 77 it is 
unlikely that a xo7j-Sev ‘from the head’ would have been formed 
directly to the xon- that appears in Homer only in xofj-ózuvov, and 
from the simplex one could expect only xoàa-ó-0gv (or xpàt-ó-Üügv 
or xagnat-ó-ðev or even xagnt-Ó-0gv to judge by nato-d-tev, 
Aw F)-6-98&v etc.). In addition, it would seem peculiar that this xefj-dev 
would appear only after xat& (with the exception of a single instance 
of and xofjdev in Hes. Sc). These factors point to the view generally 
accepted that xataxpndev was made on xataxons (= Ayopfidev : 
&yoofjc). And even though xataxeng, for its part, could in theory re- 
flect an old adverbial compound xaxa-xon-c (< -kr-h,-s) with a struc- 
ture identical to that of &vtt-xov<,”8 it is regularly used of the destruc- 


7 Lejeune Adv. -OEN, 58, 81ff.; Leumann Hom W, 56ff. 
78 Lejeune Adv. -OEN, 58, 83. 
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tion of a city (Troy in particular) both in Homer and afterwards (Hdt., 
Attic), and is therefore better not separated from expressions like &v 
nOAEL XON (Z 88, 297, 317, H 345), && &uons nóńoç (Z 257) etc. Con- 
sequently, it is probably xat’ &xeng that is the basis of xataxondev, 
and this in turn then represents xat Gxontev ‘from top (to bottom)’ in 
the first instance. This, however, was reinterpreted as ‘from head (to 
foot)’ and referred to x&Q at a relatively early date, as is made clear by 
Hes. Th. 574-5 and H. Dem. 181-3. The result was the creation of the 
alternate &n0 xefjdev (Hes. Sc. 7-8). 


26.2 The question of Eni x&p is more complicated. This expres- 
sion occurs only once. It is found in a passage at II 390-2: 


5 e 


(xapeddpaı) Es 6 AA NOPPVPEENV ueyóAo oteváyovor HEOVOAL 
¿Ë 60EWV Exi x&o' 

‘(The torrents) roar loudly as they stream into the purple 
sea £nt xáo from the mountains.’ 


The traditional view of éni xd, held since antiquity/? makes it an 
adverbial prepositional phrase composed of &ní and a nom.-acc. for 
‘head’ that has the form ao, a by-form of xáon. There is, however, no 
generally accepted explanation of the exact relationship between these 
two different nominative-accusatives. Semantically, the implicit 
assumption is that the prepositional phrase éni xáo ‘on(to) the head’ 
has simply become an adverb with a meaning something like ‘headlong’. 


26.3 This entire interpretation has been challenged in a discussion 
by B. Forssman,®° who argues on morphological and semantic grounds 
against any connection whatsoever between xüp and x&o@. Forssman 
then goes on to suggest that ... ó60v00/... &xi xéo is in fact a re- 
arrangement of underlying émi-xaQg- (= -xat-) ó£ovoau merely an 
example of preverb postponement, and discusses several problematical 
aspects of this proposal. Finally, &váxag ‘upwards’, quoted from Hip- 
pocrates by Galen,#! is explained as an Oppositionsbildung to énixag, 
which had itself been re-interpreted at I] 392 as meaning ‘downwards’. 
Whatever one's view of éxixag, there is no doubt that Hippocrates’ 
à&váxag was specially coined as its antonym. This is made clear by the 
very form of Galen’s gloss, quoted by Forssman,®! and requires no fur- 
ther discussion. As to the merits of Forssman’s ingenious suggestion 


79 See Forssman, Glotta 45, 1 note 2 for references. 


89 Glotta 45, 1 ff. 
81 Glotta 45, 12 for references. 
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itself, we may forgo a detailed evaluation here ®* because such a radical 
solution is not really necessary. 


26.4 The need for an analysis totally different from the traditional 
‘headlong’, which identifies x40 with x40& in some unspecified way, is 
founded by Forssman on morphological and semantic objections to 
such an identification. But if these objections can be met, the need for a 
new interpretation of £níxaQ disappears. 

As to the morphology, Forssman argues specifically and conclu- 
sively against a nom.-acc. xo (a by-form of x&g@) as the object of Ent: 
this word for ‘head’ has an n-stem oblique in Greek that is itself inher- 
ited from PIE in Forssman’s view. Not only is xoā(h)at- the expected 
correspondent of Skt. sirsn- (cf. oó0at- : Hdh-n- ‘udder’ etc.), but the 
n-stem unenlarged by -t- is also reflected in Greek (by xáonv-a etc.). 
The nom.-acc. x06, however, does not share this -n-/-n-t-stem*? with 
the oblique forms, and the Greek heteroclitic paradigm, in which the 
oblique corresponds to the Skt. oblique, makes an archaic impression. 
But in that case, Forssman continues, there is no way of explaining a 
nom.-acc. x&o. Neither is there any probability that a x&o has been 
replaced by a new x06 (for which there would have been no model) as 
nom.-acc., nor can a xéo have been extracted from oblique forms like 
*x09-Óc, *xaQ-t since these would seem never to have existed in Greek. 
Finally, Forssman rules out a still older and shorter ker-/ky-/kyr-. d 

Semantically, the objection to the traditional view of énixao 
reduces to a rejection of the assumption that an original prepositional 
phrase meaning ‘on(to) the head’ could have become a frozen adverbial 
expression meaning ‘headlong’ and then, more generally, ‘helter-skel- 
ter’. This objection cannot be given much weight, however, since there 
are precise parallels for just such a development (cf. $ 26.8). 


82 Acritique of Forssman's solution has recently been presented by Neu Lok, 20ff. But cf. 
$ 26.6.2 and Appendix I. 

83 Cf. $18 above with note 2. 

* Forssman’s discussion becomes a little hard to follow at this point. He accepts what he 
writes as É£-r-o, i in note 5, and reconstructs kraos for Siras and Arm. sar in note 4. I 
therefore assume that it is kr-/kr-/ krr- that is being rejected when Forssman dismisses 
what he writes as kr-/kra- in the text, but as Érr- (kra- ) in note 4. If Forssman means 
to accept k(e) r(e)h- and reject (e) r-, I am in complete agreement. It is only neces- 
sary to add that {yxpog does not necessarily presuppose a k(e)r- ($ 25. 2), and that 
xondeuvov need not be interpreted with Frisk ($ 24.1 with notes 38 and 39) as reflect- 
ing *xono-ósuvov by anyone who accepts a (e) r(e)h,-, as Forssman seems to do. 
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26.5 The morphological point (Š 26.4), however, is convincing. To 
be sure, one could argue that not even the exact correspondence of 
oblique xgñor- to Ved. oblique Sirsn- conclusively demonstrates an 
inherited oblique krh,sn- and an idiosyncratic PIE heteroclite. Even 
though, the argument would run, e.g. Ved. asthn- ‘bone’ and Irish 
asn(ae) ‘rib’ seem to indicate jointly a A,est-n-, this need hardly be con- 
sidered inherited in view of the retention of t-stem h,o/est- in Indo-Ira- 
nian itself (Avestan gen. sg. asto etc. cf. $$ 7.1, 54.2). In much the same 
way, xQàat- and Szrsn- could be considered parallel innovations. That 
is, one could say that xp&aT- has the same kind of status as ovat- ‘ear’ 
and even youvat- ‘knee’. But even so, it must be recalled with Forssman 
that xpà(h)at-, alone among such “secondary” heteroclites in Greek, 
has a direct trace of older xagahv- beside it (xáonva; cf. $$ 49.5 f.), 
while e.g. ovat- ‘ear’ (despite being matched up to a point by e.g. Arm. 
un-kn) shows no by-form pointing to *ovhv-. Not even primary heter- 
oclites (r/n-stems) tend to preserve direct traces of n-stem (rather than 
at-stem) inflection in Greek. Furthermore, it is obvious that xapahv- 
/ypühv- (> xodhat-), even if formed within Greek, was formed 
before laryngeals were eliminated. This means that even if xapahv- 
/noŭhart- is an innovation of the type (ovat-) in question, it is the old- 
est-looking example of it in the language, and the assumption of a 
nom.-acc. *x@o extracted from oblique forms showing simple *xa0- 
before the endings is therefore much weakened, if not absolutely 
excluded. 

Consequently, the only way of circumventing Forssman's objec- 
tions to an alternate nom.-acc. *xáo formed analogically to putative 
oblique forms (*xa0-6c etc.) is to suppose that at an early stage Greek 
had two different words for ‘head’—namely a xdpd/*xap-ög plus a X 
/XQühat-oc. One would then have to say that the oblique *xag- served 
as the basis for an alternate nom.-acc. *xáo before disappearing, and 
that x00 was subsequently collapsed with oblique xpàha- into a new 
suppletive paradigm, while *&o was preserved only in the expression 
nì x0. This is unappealing from every point of view. It is difficult to 
accept a scheme in which a “regular” analogical form (*xäe) is ousted 
by precisely that “irregular” competitor (xüpü) that it was created to 
replace. Beyond this, the whole general approach of taking x&o@ from 
one paradigm and xpüat- from a different (synonymous) one, together 
with its implication that the semi-parallel Vedic siras/strsn- is to be 
explained in the same exceptional manner, is inherently less plausible 
than accounting for both the Greek and Vedic paradigms simultane- 
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ously, if possible, as the (only partially) divergent outcomes of a single 
PIE word with a single paradigm ($$ 9.4, 9.7). 

In short, it is neither attractive to assume a *xáo produced by par- 
adigmatic levelling before the oblique ever became xaoahv- (and 
4oühv- > xodhat-) in Greek, nor to assume a *xde produced (again 
analogically) before the hypothetical creation of a suppletive paradigm. 
And if these solutions are rejected, Forssman's argument 1s decisive. 
One can only agree that there is little chance that (Emi)xap is a nom.- 
acc. neuter substantive meaning ‘head’. 


26.6.1 An essential point, however, is that xao need not be such a 
nom.-acc. in order to share the stem of «époa. This has recently been 
pointed out by E. Neu.® But from the impossibility of a nom.-acc. «60, 
Neu concludes that ni xo is a prepositional phrase consisting of Ent 
and an extremely archaic endingless locative x&Q which reflects kr and 
corresponds exactly to the Hittite locative (kit)-kar ‘to/at the head’. 
The entire phrase &€ ópécv Ent xüp, in his view, means ‘from the 
mountains above (« on top « at/on the head) and is contrasted with 
¿ç © GA ‘into the sea (below). 


26.6.2 Concerning this interpretation, it may first be pointed out 
that even if xáọ is originally a locative it is possible to take nì «áo 
(somewhat more naturally) as meaning 'on(to) the head’ and then 
‘headlong’. With verbs implying motion, £ní may be followed by the 
dative(-locative) as well as the accusative (and even genitive for that 
matter) in Homeric usage:*® éni ooi ... 9óoe (O 582), Beivaı ... &ni 
yobvaoıv ... (Z 92) etc. A form that is morphologically a locative (in 
PIE terms) need not necessarily be limited to real locative (as opposed 
to dative, directive and instrumental) function in Greek. 


5 Neu Lok, 27. 

86 See Chantraine Gramm 2, 107 ff. 

97 This, of course, is the result of the eventual merger of the inherited dative with the 
inherited instrumental and locative (which might have had at least a pseudo-directive 
function already before the merger- the locative of “goal reached”: Schwyzer-Debrun- 
ner, 155f.; Chantraine Gramm 2, 79f.; note also the formally locatival adverbs of the 
type not *whither?). This merger is virtually complete in Homeric usage, descriptively 
speaking. 

If a locative xo (endingless) had simply been preserved as a free form in Greek 
(but cf. $$ 26.5, 26.8.6, 26.10.5), it would admittedly be unappealing to suppose that a 
relic locative of such antiquity could have come to function as a dative or instrumental 
merely on the grounds that most other (formal) locatives that continued to exist 
expanded their range of functions in this way. The putative locative x49 would prob- 
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An endingless locative of the shape kr, however, is itself a very 
dubious proposition. Such a form would pre-suppose the existence of a 
root noun k(e)r- ‘head’ and would require that its endingless locative 
have a zero grade. Neither of these assumptions can be maintained. 

1) It is fairly certain that root nouns could have endingless loca- 
tives in PIE. But when they did, it appears from the available evidence 
that the endingless locatives of simplex root nouns®* showed either e- 
grade or é-grade of the root? but not zero grade. Possible examples 
include dom-/dem- ‘house’ : loc. dem (GAv. dam), dieu-/diu- ‘day’ : loc. 
d(i)ieu (L. dig ‘by day’, RV dyavi < dieu +i vs. divi), dhuor-/dhur- 
‘door’: loc. dh(u)uer (Av. dunara),?! pod-/ped- ‘foot : loc. *ped (if Irish 
is below, under’, which is synchronically a preposition with dative, ulti- 
mately reflects péd-su—a locative plural ‘at the feet’—with lengthened 
grade transferred from the original locative singular??). This indicates 
that even if one were free to assume a root noun ker-/ kr- (or kor-/ 
k(e)r-) for ‘head’, its normal endingless locative should probably be 
reconstructed ker. This preform, however, cannot be continued by a 
Greek xap. 

2) Under certain special conditions (see $ 26.8.1ff. below), one 
could operate with the reduction of a hypothetical locative ker to kr. 
But this possibility is not worth exploring here because the assumption 
of this root noun is itself unacceptable. Neither in the meaning ‘head’ 
nor ‘horn’? is there any trace of it. In particular, all the words for 

ably have been preserved in the first place only in an adverbialized locatival function. 
But if the directive (or pseudo-directive) locative is at least relatively old, x49 could 
easily have been used with verbs of motion (or at least with verbs of putting, placing 
etc.) from the beginning in the meaning ‘on(to) the head’. Neu’s ‘above’ < ‘on top’ 
thus seems unnecessary. 

88 Forms like Skt. par-út "last year’ and pirve-dyu-s ‘the day before, yesterday, early’ do 
not indicate that *ut or *diu were possible locatives of the two root nouns in question. 
Cf. Schindler, KZ 81, 300 with note 1 and $ 26.8.1 below. 

89 For a survey of endingless locatives cf., e.g., Brugmann Grdr? 2.2, 174 ff. Schmidt (KZ 

27, 308) showed that the general rule for the ablaut of endingless locatives is that the 

stem-final element is one grade “stronger” than in the “weakest” cases (g.-abl. etc. zero 

: endingless loc. € and g.-abl. etc. € : endingless loc. ë). 

As in noctuque et diu (Plaut. Cas., 823 etc.). 

If this form, attested only once (V. 3,29) is not a faulty spelling of duuairi (cf. Kellens 

Noms-racines, 385). But even so, a duuairi (with full grade root vs. e.g. RV acc. pl. 

duras-cf. e.g. Ved. loc. dydv-i vs. div-i) could itself point to a full-grade endingless 

locative indirectly (cf. addendum 3 to $ 50.5). 

92 Olr. ñ < ped-su cf. Pedersen VGKS 1, 50; Pokorny JEW, 790 with the further com- 


parison of Alb. (per)-posh ‘below’. 
% Cf. $ 4.2 
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‘head’ made on £er- either require at least a kr-(e)h,- (x&90, Rohdeu- 
VOV etc. as above”), or are consistent with it (iyxoog as above). And 
most are still more elaborate formations (see below). If there was an 
endingless locative to this word for ‘head’ at all, it would have been to 


the -(e)A,-stem. 


26.6.3 Consequently, Greek xáo can be an endingless loc. of 
‘head’ only if it can reflect rh, most immediately. Phonologically, krh, 
> xap is not to be ruled out. In a certain number of cases there may be 
recognized a sandhi phenomenon by which a laryngeal in absolute final 
position after a vowel (including syllabic resonants) has been lost with- 
out further effect in pause and before words with an initial vowel.” 
This hypothesis has been invoked to explain the apparent "shortening" 
in vocatives such as RV yami (< -ih, cf. nom. sg. yami-h), RV devi (< 
-ih, cf. nom. devi) and AV vadhii (< -uh, cf. nom. vadhá-h); Hom. 
vöupä and OCS Zeno (< -eh, cf. noms. vóupT and Zena respectively). 
The same explanation may be applicable to feminine -¢i-stem instru- 
mentals like RV sadhá-stuti; AV a-smrti (with -tř < -ti-h,), which tend 
to occur at the end of a päda, and which may be morphologically ident- 
ical to the Greek adverbs in -tù of the type Hom. wedsioti, Pind. 
&Boatt.2%° And the Greek thematic neuter plurals (£py& etc. < -e-h,) 
could also figure here if interpreted as the result of the generalization 
of an -& doublet favored by the -& (< -A,) of the consonant stems in 
the neuter plural. Another plausible case in Greek is that of etxoot 
/ (F)inatt ° twenty which seems to show -7 < -iH (cf. L. uiginti). One 
might also add véxtao ‘drink of the gods if this really reflects nek-trH- 
‘overcoming death’ (cf. véxuc, vexpög etc), with a second member 
identical to that of Ved. visva-tur- ‘overcoming all.” Although none of 


% See § 28 for evidence outside Greek. 

% Beekes Development, 145 with references to Kuiper, India Antiqua, 208 ff., Shortening, 
and Die Sprache 7, 16-20. 

9% Schwyzer GG, 623 with further references. Beekes (Development, 160) rejects the com- 
parison of these Gk. -ti adverbs with the Vedic -ti instrumentals on the grounds that 
the Homeric -tī forms (e.g. vatti) all present the metrical structure v — — —, while 
the -tý forms scan (U) o — (e.g. wedstoti, &xntt), and that this makes it plausible that 
the -tī forms are metrical lengthenings of antispastic sequences (u — — u) that are 
otherwise difficult to use in hexameters. But the usual Homeric device for accommo- 
dating antispastics is to lengthen the first syllable— not the last: ÄnöAAwve, únor 
etc. (Chantraine Gramm. 102). Beekes’ metrical account of the -ti forms is therefore 
not compelling, and the possibility of equating these Gk. adverbs with the Vedic -ti 
instrumentals remains open. 

? Cf, e.g., Chantraine DELG, 741 f. for literature. 
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the cases just mentioned involves a monosyllabic pre-form, there is no 
obvious objection to this loss of a final laryngeal in monosyllables, and 
it is therefore conceivable that a krh, could result in Greek xáo. 


26.6.4 From a morphological point of view, however, our ending- 
less locative kr 98 is possible for the xap of Erixaep only on the basis of 
certain further assumptions, which ought to be made explicit. The 
structure of the normal endingless locative of a consonant stem consis- 
ting of root + suffix can be described, following Johannes Schmidt,” 
as having an ablaut grade in its suffix that is one grade "stronger" than 
that of the “weakest” cases. In support of this descriptive statement, 
Schmidt gives examples like Skt. loc. sänau : dat. sünave (-Eu : -eu-) but 
loc. dsán : dat. asne (-en : -n-) and others. The list can easily be 
extended. But the main point is that this state of affairs admits of no 
endingless locative with a zero-grade suffix,’ and an endingless loca- 
tive to kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ with the form kr-h, therefore fails one of the 
few tests that can be applied. Nor may one assume that an original loc- 
ative *xpa (< kr-eh,) has been replaced by xag as a result of paradig- 
matic levelling within Greek. The objection that Forssman raised to an 
analogical nom.-acc. *%a@ would apply here too: the paradigm has 
apparently been heteroclitic for some time, and the usual kind of level- 
ing consequently cannot be invoked without complications. 


26.7 The result of these considerations is that xag is likely to be 
neither a nom.-acc. that somehow manages to coexist with x&po, nor 
simply the original endingless locative!” made on the stem of xdoa 
rather than on that of oblique xo&(h)at-. There are, however, other 
possibilities to take into account. 

Both in Greek and elsewhere are found expressions that function 
as adverbs (or even pseudo-prepositions), and that consist of an adverb- 


98 We need not consider here the question of whether the endingless locative of a heter- 
oclite (cf. $ 26.4 f.) could ever have the stem of the nom.-acc. rather than that of the 
other oblique cases. Such an analysis has been suggested for some forms (#dhar RV 
10.61.9, ahar-ahar RV 2.30.9 etc.—but see W-D 3, 311; YAv zafara V.3, 32—Bartholo- 
mae AirW, 1657; Hitt. dat.-loc. E-ir beside parni). The point here, however, is that 
regardless of whether there was such a type, an endingless locative *krh, as a free form 
is not likely. 

? Cf. note 89. 

100 Vedic (urki-type) locatives in -£ (e.g. gaur!)-whence i#-stem locatives in -4 (beside 
-Ui: e.g. tanü vs. tanvi)—are probably not endingless (despite W-D 3, 170 and 
188— cf. Kuiper, India Antiqua, 208). 

101 On Hittite kit-kar see SŠ 28.4 f. 
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lal element (preposition/preverb) plus a substantive. Instances in Greek 
include éyy0(c) ‘near(by)’, dvrımpd “opposite, straight (on), out- 
right’/G&vtmovs ‘straight (on), openly, and mxoóxvu ‘to the knees; 
utterly. As it happens, the substantive included in all three of these 
expressions Is even a body-part term (details below). The adverbial 
&níxaQ is perhaps best judged in light of these expressions. From a his- 
torical point of view, however, there are at least three theoretically 
possible ways of analyzing them.!? This requires an excursus before 
the full range of possibilities for émtxag can be evaluated. 


26.8.1 There are a certain number of cases in which an old prepo- 
sitional (or adverbial) phrase undergoes a sort of univerbation and 
results, descriptively, in a new adverb (which may then itself become a 
preposition). This would seem to be the origin of an adverb like 
EXTOSOV ‘out of the way’ (A. +), which began as a prepositional phrase 
EX 1 000v, but became a unitary adverb and consequently had its accent 
rearranged.!? Perhaps one step more archaic is a case like éyxuti ‘to 
the skin’ (Archil.), which looks not so much like the “univerbation” of a 
prepositional phrase (in the usual sense), but rather like the fusion of a 
purely adverbial £v with an adverbial dat.-loc. xvc-í (cf. L. cutis ‘skin’) 
with the force of a directive or end of motion: ‘in(wards) to the skin, 
in(wards) as far as the skin’. Other examples could easily be added.1™ 

An essential point for present purposes, however, is that this is a 
kind of development that can obviously take place repeatedly and at 
successive stages. In fact, there are some cases that look like the result 
of a comparable process in PIE itself. These are instances which are 
plausibly taken as univerbations that occurred early enough to have 
subsequently undergone apophonic reductions. 

The r-stem ghes-(e)r- ‘hand’, for example (Hitt. kessar, Gk. yeio), 
would be expected to have an -i locative of the structure ghes-r-i. And 
this is the structure to which both Hitt. kisrı!® and Gk. xeipt point. 
Armenian and Greek, however, continue a me-ghsri (u£yxou ‘as far as, 
unti = merj ‘near’) with a monosyllabic -ghsri that would be alto- 
gether unexpected as the locative of ghes-(e)r- as a simplex. This sug- 
gests that what was originally a phrase consisting of me (cf. Gk. ue-< as 


102 In the following discussion of these various possibilities I am much indebted to 
J. Schindler for a number of comments and suggestions. 

1 Cf. e.g., Vendryes Traité, 93. 

104 Cf. Schwyzer GG, 625. 

105 Beside kissarı and kisiri. 
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in uéo-qa, uéo-te etc.) and locative ghesri became PIE *mééhesri, 
whence méghsri. Similarly, the root noun uot-/yet- ‘year 1% whose nor- 
mal :- locative »et-i would seem to be reflected directly by Hitt. yitti, 
presents a locative reduced to -uti in the adverb peruti "last year’ (Gk. 
népQuoi/-ti Arm. heru, Olc. (f)fjord etc.).°7 Once again one could 
operate with a hypothetically original phrase *per uet: ‘in the previous 
year *5 which became *pérveti and then péruti. 


26.8.2 Of the Greek expressions in question (Š 26.7), &yyóg for 
example, could be taken as a case of exactly this sort. That is, one 
would be free to suppose that the root noun gou(F)-s/gu(H)-es 
(S 24.1.2) had an endingless locative gey (H), and that an *engeu(H), 


106 The assignment of the root noun for ‘year’ to the o/e type may not be absolutely 
secure (Schindler, BSL 67, 33), but seems to me to be more attractive than a yet- / ut- 
as the starting point for nego-uot-m (> Gk. vémta)—even if the latter provides evi- 
dence only for a compositional -#öt-. It must be admitted, however, that vémta does 
not necessarily reflect a -uöt- of any kind (cf. Frisk GEW 2, 313; Szemerenyi, Studia 
Pagliaro 3, 233 — endorsed by Chantraine DELG, 749f.). And a uet- / ut- (for the struc- 
ture cf. tuek-/tuk- ‘outer form'—- Schindler, BSL 67, 36f.) would even be somewhat 
more convenient in dealing with the analysis of PIE péruti ‘last year’ (cf. next note). 
But since one could (or even should?—cf. addendum 3 to § 50.5) expect a set- /ut- to 
make a locative get-i (Hitt. gitti), the question is not an absolutely crucial one here. 

17 Skt. parát ‘last year’ (Pan. +) differs from the related forms both in accent and in its 
lack of the loc. ending -i. The accent is to all appearances secondary both in view of 
the comparative evidence and on general principles (*perät?). As to the descriptively 
endingless locative -ut that it seems to present, there is yet a further problem. For if 
the root noun really had a paradigm yot-/yet-, one would theoretically expect an end- 
ingless locative uét (cf. dom- /dem- ‘house’ : loc. dem (§ 26.6.2). But it is at least doubt- 
ful whether a lengthened grade would have undergone complete apophonic reduction 
to zero when unaccented, and it is therefore unappealing to trace parut back to a 
hypothetically expectable péruét. 

As a result, one might think of dealing with both the surprising accent of parát 
and its lack of the -i simultaneously by supposing that an inherited *páruti (= né- 
Quot) became parút by assimilation to adverbs like sanat "long since, since long ago’, 
which itself has an “adverbial” shifted accent (: sana-). Still another alternative is that 
of starting with a wet-/ut-/loc. wét(i) ‘year’ (cf. previous note) and then simply sup- 
posing that néovot reflects pér-ueti (> PIE peruti), while it is pér-uet that eventually 
yielded parát (still with shifted accent, however). 

108 For the semantics of per in hypothetical pre-PIE pér-ueti cf. (Pokorny JEW, 810f.) 
especially the Baltic and Gmc. forms pointing to per-no- / per-niio- ‘of last year, old’. 

109 Jf this root noun for ‘hand’ ($ 24.1.2) may be conjecturally assigned to the o/e type in 
the first instance (the type in which it would fit best by far from the semantic point of 
view — cf. Schindler, BSL 67, 36), its very most original endingless locative would the- 
oretically have to have been géu(H), not géu (H). But since the root is one that ends in 
-eR(C), one could expect its oblique cases (following the view of Schindler, BSL 67, 
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with univerbation, became éngu(H) ‘in, at hand’ very early. This would 
leave only its accent and the final -s (segmentable in any event- cf. 
Eyyb-dı ‘nearby’, éyyb-Sev “from nearby’) unaccounted for. But both 
may be explained simultaneously as modelled on nom.-acc. neuter u- 
stem adjectives used adverbially: *Éyyv would be remodelled to *£yyó 
/&yyög by assimilation to adverbs like i96 / iðúç ‘straight on/at and 
£000 / £00 Oc ‘straight (to). 

There is little doubt in any case that there was once an £yy beside 
the form with adverbial -s since Hom. u£o(o)n-yó “n the middle, 
between, meanwhile’ with its by-form ugoon-yóg would seem to have 
been modelled on a pair *&yyó/ £&yyóc. This ugo(o)n-yO(c) offers one 
more indication that could prove to be important. It shows that a com- 
plex adverb (£yy-(c) in this case), whatever its history, could serve as 
the basis for new parallel formations with a different "first member" 
even ıf the substantival "second member" was not synchronically anal- 
yzable any longer. 


26.8.3 Things are less clear in the case of &vrıxpd ‘opposite, 
straight, (out)right and &vrixpvg '(out)right, openly’. It would seem 
reasonable to suppose that one of the by-forms is older than the other, 
but it is difficult to be sure which of them that should be. Furthermore, 
&vrxQU/ Avrıxpvc has a fairly good chance (better than that of £y yOc 
in any case) of reflecting something other than a “univerbation” in the 
first place ($ 26.10.2). Therefore, although it may be pointed out that 
both &vtuxob and Avrırpuc could theoretically be explained as old uni- 
verbations of h enti (&vtt) with case forms of a u-stem substantive 
k(e) r-u- ‘form, figure, body’ ($ 8.3), it is not worthwhile to present such 
a hypothesis in detail. As for ngóyvv ‘to the knees, utterly’, it is per- 
fectly possible that a univerbation is to be recognized here, and more 
specifically that the second element is a reduced -gnu ‘knee’. This is dis- 
cussed in Appendix II. 


35f.) to have introduced zero grade as a replacement for the original e-grade already 
at a relatively early stage (within the history of the protolanguage; thus e.g. gen.-abl. 
géu(H)-s > gu(H)-és). In addition, this root noun, if from a set root, might eventu- 
ally have generalized zero grade even to the nom. and acc. (cf. note 53). In any event, 
as soon as the oblique cases had zero-grade gu(H)- as the stem shape, it is easy to 
imagine that the endingless locative could have been analogically (re)formed as 
geu( H) by the application of the general rule ($ 26.6.2) that the endingless locative is 
regularly one grade "stronger" than the "weakest" cases. In similar fashion, PIE 
dhuor- / dhur- ‘door’ would have had an endingless locative dh(u)uer (if this is what is 
represented by Av. duuara — note 91). 
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26.8.4 To return to &rixa itself, one possible type of analysis 
(perhaps among others) is that of seeing it as a “univerbation” like 
¿yYÓ(ç). Since the -xag element (if it means ‘head’) would have to re- 
flect -kr-h,, and since no normal, original type of consonant stem inflec- 
tion seems to include any case-form of the structure zero-grade root 
plus zero-grade suffix and no ending, there is every chance of suppos- 
ing that the requisite -ky-h, of this univerbation had undergone reduc- 
tion of the type seen in me-ghsri (Š 26.8.1). Our epi + kr-h, would then 
come from an older epi + ker-h, or epi + kr-&h,,**° where -ker-h, or -kr- 
Eh, was a terminal accusative or an endingless locative in directive or 
terminal function. No matter which of these case-forms is ultimately 
reflected by -xag, the reconstruction ker-h, is unsatisfactory. An accusa- 
tive ker-h, ‘head’ necessarily implies a neuter nom.-acc. ker-h,. But this 
makes the Greek simplex neuter nom.-acc. xüpü very difficult to 
explain ($$ 26.3 f£). An endingless locative ker-h, (with a zero-grade 
suffix) is also unattractive ($ 26.6.4). It ordo seems best to start 
with epi + kr-&h, (nom.-acc. or loc.), and since neuter consonant-stem 
nominative-accusatives with a suffix of the structure -ëC are not a sure 
possibility, the best reconstruction for a univerbation as the source of 
ETUNOQ seems to be epi + kr-Eh,, an endingless locative whose structure 
is unobjectionable. The early reduction of epi + kreh, to epikrh,, as just 
noted, can be parallelled. 


26.8.5 From the formal point of view, therefore, it would seem 
possible to trace mtxaQ to a univerbation of adverbial ep; plus locative 
kr-Eh,. In Greek itself, ní with a dative(-locative) in this (terminal) 
function can be parallelled up to a point: 1310-11 ... &mi yain 
/nanneo ... ‘he fell (on)to the earth’; P 300 ... n&oe ... Ext vexo@ ‘he 
fell on(to) the corpse’; ¥ 727-8 ... ént 68 oth Becow `O6uocosuç / ván- 
meoe ... ‘Odysseus fell on(to) his (Ajax) chest’. It may be noted, how- 
ever, that ént plus a directive/terminal dative appears to occur, at least 
in Homer, only with an external end of motion. When someone falls 
onto a part of his own body with Ent, the body-part is accusative.’ It is 
not clear how serious a drawback this is to the reconstruction of epi 
+ kr-Eh, (loc.), since a hard and fast distinction in case usage between 
external and internal ends of motion would be practically impossible to 


110 A lengthened-grade -* kör-h, or -*kr-Eh, is not likely to have been susceptible to the 
reduction 1n question. 
11 Ebeling Lex I, 446—especially col. 2, ll. 29 ff. 
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establish for the remote stage immediately preceding the univerbation 
of epi + kr-&h, and its subsequent reduction to epikrh,. 

Although univerbation is not the only possible explanation for 
émimao (any more than it is for &vtvxoU-(c) or &yy-c), it is somewhat 
favored by the occurrence in Hittite of an unambiguously locatival -kar 
‘at the head’ (§ 28.5). And even though this itself may be interpreted in 
more than one way, it does at least seem that the only way of accoun- 
ting for (em)xag and Hitt. -kar simultaneously would be to see them 
both as reflecting a locative kréh, that was reduced in a univerbation of 
adverb + loc. kr-éh,. 


26.8.6 A final point is that the reconstruction of a locative kr-ch, 
that was reduced to -krA, (in one or more univerbated adverbial expres- 
sions of PIE date) need not conflict with the high probability, as noted 
by Forssman and maintained above (§ 26.5), that xaga has had a heter- 
oclitic oblique from very early on. For however early one wishes to 
place the origin of the heteroclitic paradigm seen in Greek, it is still per- 
fectly possible to assume that it was an innovation (cf. IIIc), and that 
up until that time there had indeed been oblique forms made on the 
h;-stem that is still represented by nom.-acc. x&ga. If so, there is no 
difficulty in seeing how a purely adverbial -krh,, reduced by an archaic 
apophonic process, disengaged from the simplex paradigm that gave 
rise to both it and nom.-acc. xápa, and not even a free form, could 
have escaped replacement. Moreover, this holds even if the elimination 
of kr-(e)h,- as an oblique stem occurred already in the protolanguage 
(but cf. SS 54 ff.) and thus lies behind the apparent identity of xoaat- 
to Ved. Sirsn- in some (as yet unspecified) way. For this would only 
mean that some adverb(s) in -krh,, already isolated and extra-paradig- 
matic in (the latest stages of) the protolanguage, got inherited as such 
into Greek (cf. $ 28.5.3). 


26.9.1 In any case, these univerbations are to be distinguished 
from two kinds of genuine compounds (both adjectival) that are rele- 
vant to the general question of the analysis of £x1xaQ. The first of these 
are the prepositional governing compounds. They have a preposition as 
first member and a substantive as second member. In sense, the preposi- 
tion seems to "govern" the substantive. To cite from Greek only a few 
Homeric examples:'!? à&noðúpioç '(departing) from one's desires 
(9uuóc), unpleasant; Evvvxog/&vvöxiog '(occurring) at night’; ná- 


12 Rısch?, 188f.; Cf. W-D 2.1, 308 ff.; Leu?, 402f. 
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pouoocç (working) on the land (&pouga); xavox9óviog (dwelling) 
beneath the earth (x9óvy; noóðvoov '(space) in front of the door 
(8600); 5bxovoávioc ‘under the heavens (oÖpavög)”. The type is found 
elsewhere as well: Ved. antas-path-a- ‘(found etc.) on the way’, tiró-ahn- 
ya- '(occurring) day before yesterday’, L. subiugius '(attached) under 
the yoke’, Goth. anda-naht-ı ‘evening’ (< ‘up against the night’) etc. 

The vast majority of such compounds have either -o- or -ijo- as a 
compositional suffix,!^ as in all the examples above. There are, how- 
ever, some cases in which there is no compositional suffix at all !^—RV 
abhi-dyu- (reaching, moving) toward the sky’; Av. à-(x)snu- ‘(extend- 
ing) to the knee(s)’; anu-zafan- (running) along the mouth’; L. ex-/ex 
(standing) outside the law, lawless’. In Greek itself, plausibly old pre- 
positional governing compounds that lack a suffix are especially rare. 
In Homer, the only one seems to be åvtiávega '(standing) in place of 
a man, equal to a man’ (if indeed this really is its precise original mean- 
ing in AuaCÓóvec dvrıaveipat). But even this apparent case could result 
from the reinterpretation of a compound of a different type.115 


26.9.2 A final point that should be made concerning such com- 
pounds is that since they are adjectival, the adverbialization of the neu- 
ter nom.-acc. is not unexpected. Some Vedic examples of adverbialized 
governing compounds would be RV abhi-nabh-yam ‘to the clouds’ 
(: nábh-*5) and AV ud-ap-yám ‘upstream’ (these with compositional 


113 Sommer Nominalkomp, passim with summary 197 ff. 

114 Not to be classified as suffixless governing compounds, of course, are those whose 
second member is an -o- or -iio-stem already as a simplex (e.g. Gui-Bootos ‘cover- 
ing the whole man’ : Bootög ‘human being’). In a few cases, prepositional governing 
compounds seem to show a suffix -i- (e.g. Evuöpıg ‘otter’, Lat. perennis (lasting) 
through the year). 

Risch?, 188 classifies &vttévgipa as a governing compound ~and therefore a suffixless 
one since the final (-iA,) formant is in any case not a compositional suffix. As such it 
could be the feminine to what appears in Homer only as the name 'Avt-fjvoQ (and cf. 
Hes. oóx£ofjvop- PN only in Hom. but implied by úzmsggmvooéov). And Sommer 
(Nominalkomp), while emphasizing that “hypostases” (= prepositional governing 
cpds.) had -o- or -iio- compositional suffixes as a rule from early on (107 ff., 113), 
makes an exception for hypostases whose second member was a masc. or fem. r-stem 
(108, 141, 170ff.), and accordingly considers 'Avrnvwp, oxeofjvoo, and Metáveipa 
to be unsuffixed hypostases of this exceptional type (although dvtuivetea is a bahuv- 
rihi in Sommer's view~ Nominalkomp 171). But whether or not one follows Sommer 
in granting that a few hypostases without compositional suffix might be old, the type 
remains very rare in general and offers little encouragement for reconstructing such a 
compound with second member -&r(e)h;- ‘head’. 

116 Cf. Geldner, note to RV 1.174.8. 
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-ya-); AV praty-aks-am ‘in plain sight’ and its antonym B paréksam ‘out 
of sight’ (with compositional -a-). In Greek, one might point to an 
adverb like oxéouooa ‘beyond the predestined’ (B 155) if this is the 
adverbialized nom.-acc. neut. pl. of a *ózéouooozg, -ov (: uópoc, Thess. 


LOO). 


26.9.3 On the semantic side alone, &yyó(c) and &vrıxod could eas- 
ily be taken as adverbialized nom.-acc. neut. singulars of governing 
compounds with no compositional suffix. The compounds themselves 
would simply have been adjectival with the meanings ‘(situated) in the 
hand’ (> 'near) and ‘(standing) before the form (of) (> ‘opposite’) 
respectively. Nor is there any real semantic difficulty with interpreting 
émixao ‘(falling) onto the head’ in the same fashion. There are parallels 
for a governing compound that implies motion: RV anu-path-a- 
'(going) along the way' etc. 

One could then go on to suggest that the apophonic distinction 
between (£xt)k«aQ and nom.-acc. xá&ga is due to the same factor as 
accounts for the difference between Av. a-(x)snu- '(extending) to the 
knees and RV nom.-acc. jánu ‘knee’ (-£nu vs. £ónu)—namely that a 
given substantive can show one pattern of inflectional ablaut as a sim- 
plex and another as the second member of a (suffixless) compound. 
In that case, &£nıxap would not require levelling within the (simplex) 
paradigm of xápa, and Forssman's objection to such an assumption 
(S$ 26.4 f.) could again be met. 

It is not worthwhile, however, to present this interpretation in 
detail here. The rarity of prepositional governing compounds with no 
compositional suffix makes it somewhat risky in general, and since 
there is no lack of alternatives in the case of Enıxag (cf. $ 26.8.4 above 
and $ 26.10.2 below), it is perhaps best not to pursue this line any fur- 
ther. 


26.10.1 A preverb/preposition plus a substantive can also form a 
possessive compound (Pahwuvrihi).9$ In this type of compound the suf- 
fixless type is well-represented, but there are also many with -o-, and -1- 
is found too.!!? When the adverbial first member in a bahuvrihi of this 


W Cf. e.g. W-D 2.1, 94f., 99ff.; Schwyzer GG 1, 449 in passing; Risch?, 226. It is ques- 
tionable, however, whether special compositional apophony is old outside of posses- 
sive compounds. Cf. § 26.10.3 as well. 

118 For example, W-D 2.1, 280ff.; Risch’, 188f.; Leu?, 397 f. 

119 For possessives with compositional -o- cf. W-D 2.1, 108ff.; Schwyzer GG 1, 450f.; 
Risch?, 227; Leu? 278, 398. For apparent compositional -i- W-D 2.1, 105f.; Schwyzer 
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sort is used at the same time as an actual preposition in a given lan- 
guage, the banal synchronic interpretation of the form as a whole will 
often accommodate a sort of "reflexive": 


Gk. Evdeog ‘having a god in (oneself), &up(oÀoc ‘having the sea 
on both sides (of itself)’, &nippwv ‘having wits (Pp&vec) to (one- 
self)’ cf. Av. aipi-afra- Shaving clouds upon (itself); L. exsensus (-a, 
-um) ‘having the power of perception out of, gone from (itself)’; 
RV ádhi-nirnij- ‘having magnificent garments on (oneself)’. 


But this is something of a mirage. On the one hand, adverbial elements 
that do not themselves occur as prepositions 1n some language do enter 
bahuvrihis: 


Gk. KATWOAUHO (Pi, Ar.) ‘with the head down’ (itself adverbial- 
ized); SB úd-bāhu- ‘with the arms up’; Av. vi-zafana- ‘with the oral 
cavity wide open’; L. ancipes ‘with a head on both sides’ etc. 


In addition, a point of more direct applicability here, it often happens 
that a bahuvrihi of this general type has a first member that does func- 
tion as a preposition elsewhere in the language, but is strictly adverbial 
in the compound. On the surface, this correlates with the inadmissibil- 
ity of a “reflexive” interpretation (cf. above): 


Gk. é&xnvfg ‘with the face (turned) away (from something else)’, 
Drtep-VVuog ‘having spirit in excess’, 1oooxnófjc ‘whose care, con- 
cern is (directed) toward (someone else)’; L. praeposterus “having 
what is later in front’; RV ddhy-aks-a- ‘having one's eye on (some- 
thing else), overseer’, abhi-jñú ‘with the knee (directed) toward 
(something else), with bent knee(s)' ?? (adverbialized). 


In short there need be no essential distinction drawn between the type 
Evdeog (potential “reflexive” interpretation) and the type Annvig 
(where no such interpretation is possible). 

Finally, it may be noted that the neut. nom.-acc. sg. of the posses- 
sive compounds of the type(s) just illustrated are frequently used 
adverbially. Gk. xatœxáoa ‘head down’ and Ved. abhi-jsiá ‘with/on 
bended knee’ have already been mentioned as examples of this. One 


GG 1, 450; Risch?, 228; Leu? 346, 398. Even -igo- can sometimes be interpreted as a 
compositional suffix of bahuvrihis (W-D 2.1, 107; Leu? 265, 290— acupedius), but the 
communis opinio has it that -ijo- is old only in prepositional governing compounds. In 
the view of Sommer ( Nominalkomp, passim cf. index 204), the use of compositional 
suffixes in bahuvrihis was originally very severely restricted. 

120 Geldner, note to RV 1.37.10c. 
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could add the Ved. nom.-acc. nyak (< ni-h,ek* vs. oblique nic- < ni- 
h, k*-) ‘with the face down’, which is regularly used as an adverb mean- 
ing ‘downwards’ (so too the instrumental nic-4). In Latin, praeceps 
‘head first’, which is both the m./f. nom. sg. and the neut. nom.-acc. sg. 
(cf. in praeceps, per praeceps), eventually becomes an adverb meaning 
‘headlong’. There are many other such cases. | 


26.10.2 The implications for the analysis of some of the Greek 
expressions under consideration are substantial. In the case of &yyü(c) 
‘near(by)’, it would seem that we are not offerred an alternative (at least 
not directly) to the possibility already mentioned ($ 26.8.2), since there 
would appear to be no way at all of interpreting it as a bahuvrihi. But 
there is now a very viable second analysis for &vtixob ‘right opposite’ 
(deoig Avrixod uáxyeoða E 130, e.g.). One is free to start with a pos- 
sessive compound made up of A,enti ‘in the presence (of), before’ and 
the u-stem (Š 8.4) kor-u- ‘form, figure, body’. The original meaning of 
this compound could either have been *with (someone's) form before 
(oneself? or ‘with (one’s) form before (someone else)’. In either mean- 
ing, the adverbialized nom.-acc. neut. would seem an acceptable source 
of àvtuxoÓ. And more particularly, one might even suppose that a 
phrase like "Exrtopog GvruxoÓ (© 301) once meant precisely ‘with (his) 
form in the presence of Hector'.!?! Under this interpretation, one would 
be inclined to take &vrixepvg ‘openly, straight (on)’ as the same adverb 
plus adverbial -s (but with an archaic accent). 

As to £rxaQ, it seems conceivable that this too is an adverbialized 
nom.-acc. neut. of a bahuvrihi. If one starts with an old enough posses- 
sive compound of epi in strictly adverbial function ($ 26.10.1) plus the 
kr-(e)h,- of xo etc., with an original meaning like ‘with the head 
(falling etc.) onto (something else)’, there would seem to be no diffi- 
culty with a neut. nom.-acc. epi-krh, which, once adverbialized, means 
‘head-on, headlong’. The phonology also presents no problem 
(S 26.6.3). And Vedic abhi-jñú ‘with the knee (directed etc.) toward 
(something else) > ‘with bent knee’ would seem to be exactly parallel 
in all relevant respects. 


26.10.3 This way of analyzing šzuxoo, an alternative to the one 
already given (Š 26.8.4 ff.), will also allow Forssman's objections to a 
nom.-acc. X&Q to be met. For as soon as the possibility of a bahuvrihi 


121 For compounds with first member &vtt- in which the Gvzt- descriptively governs a 
substantive outside the compound cf. Fraenkel Agamemnon, II, 13f. 
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with no compositional suffix is taken into account, the problem of the 
apophonic distinction between -xag and simplex x&pa is removed. 
Compounds of this kind show inflectional ablaut in their second (sub- 
stantival) members, and the pattern of the ablaut is regularly independ- 
ent of that shown by the same substantive as a simplex. 

To take only one type of example, the class of neuter u-stems 
made up of formations like són-u/sn-éu-/sn-u- ‘back’ (RV sánu/snóh 
/sntbhih) and £ón-u-/$én-u-/£n-u- ‘knee’ (RV janu, Av. Znubiio, L. 
genu etc.) descriptively present a kind of proterokinetic inflection (at 
least in Indo-Iranian) although they may ultimately stem from an 
acrostatic type.!?? In either case, it is certain that these nouns did not 
have zero-grade root vocalism in the nom.-acc. of the simplex. As sec- 
ond members of possessive and governing compounds, however, they 
seem to have shown inflectional ablaut of the type -sn-u/sn-eu-, -£n-u 
/-£n-en- with nothing but zero grade root: RV masc. sg. nom. g/rtá- 
snu-h ‘butter-backed’, voc. -sno; dual voc. -sn#; pl. nom. mitd-jnav-ah 
'steady-kneed' inst. -jriu-bhih; Av. fem. gen. sg. fra-snao-s ‘with project- 
ing knees’; RV fem. acc. pl. ghrtá-sniih; RV neut. nom.-acc. sg. abhi-jñú 
‘with bent knee(s)' (adverbialized); Gk. &vti-xed ‘opposite’ (if this is a 
bahuvrihi with koru—§ 26.10.2) and perhaps neöxvv ‘kneeling’ (if this 
is ultimately a bahuvrihi with fonu — Appendix IT). 

In principle, a distinction of this sort in the inflectional apophony 
of a nominal stem between simplex and compound is no different from 
that of other subtypes— per-ur/-nen-"? (Gk. neipao ‘end’, RV parur, 
parvan- joint) : -per-u(0)n- (Angioov); men-o/es- (névoc ‘intent’, RV 
mánah ‘id’) : -men-és- (£v-uevng, su-mánah 'benevolent); ph,-t(e)r- 
(xato ‘father’ etc.) : -ph,-t(ö)r- (Óo-náto p, OP hama-pita ‘having 
the same father") etc. 


26.10.4 The result of these considerations is that if epi-kr-h, ‘head- 
on’ is reasonably old, its (adverbialized) nom.-acc., reflected by énixag, 
not only could, but actually should differ in its apophonic shape from 
that of the simplex. Forssman's morphological objections to identifying 
xao with 4&oà thus lose their force. For the assumption of a possessive 
compound in &ztxoQ makes it unnecessary to justify a *xa@ as a second 
nom.-acc. of the simplex kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ at all. We no more need a 


122 Schindler, BSL 70, 7. 
123 For the reconstruction of an original proterokinetic paradigm for -ur/-uen-stems cf. 
Schindler, BSZ 70, 9f. 
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*ua0 ‘head’ beside x&o@ than we need a *jriu ‘knee’ in Vedic (for abhi- 
jnu etc.) beside janu. The two are on the same level. 


26.10.5 One final point concerning this interpretation of énimag 
remains. On the one hand, it is possible to assume that the neuter nom.- 
acc. of the compound in question had the shape epi-kr-h, from the out- 
set, and that this developed to epikr, with loss of A, in final position (cf. 
$ 26.6.3 above), and then &rixaQ. Up to this point we have seen nothing 
that would enable us to judge the likelihood of this reconstruction of 
the nom.-acc. itself. It will appear later on ($ 38.4), however, that this 
structure is perfectly possible. The interpretation of mnao just pre- 
sented, however, need not stand or fall on this point alone. For even 
though paradigmatic levelling in the Greek heteroclitic simplex kr- 
(e)h, -/kr-h,-sn- cannot easily be invoked (as Forssman showed), the 
same is not applicable to a compound ın which the second member 
shares its stem formation with one of the stems appearing in the sim- 
plex. As a general rule, heteroclites as second compound members 
inflect throughout the entire paradigm of the compound with only one 
of the two stems that appear in the simplex. In the case of primary 
heteroclitics (basically r/n stems), it is almost always the (oblique) n- 
stem that is used in all compound forms "4 (e.g. neioae / neigat- : à- 
n£íQov / -neipov- as above, RV üdhar/üdhan- : an-üdhá / ‘udderless’ / 
rapsad-üdha-bhih ‘with swollen udder’ etc.). But "secondary" heteroch- 
tics ($7.1, 7.2 above), the category to which Greek kr-Eh, /kr-h,sn- 
could perfectly well belong, behave less consistently. Even in chose 
cases where a secondary heteroclitic seems to have acquired (or begun 
to acquire) n-stem oblique forms already in the protolanguage, it is not 
unusual to find the unextended stem (equivalent, in effect, to the nom.- 
acc. stem of the secondary heteroclitic) in compounds. The oblique n- 
stem of Greek ov-at- ‘ear’, for example, is matched by Armenian u-n- 
(kn) and Germanic forms of the type Goth. ausö. This, however, does 
not prevent the original s-stem (found unextended in the nom.-acc. 
ovc) from being preserved as the second member of Greek compounds 
like Myc. a-no-we ‘without handles’ (« ‘earless’), among others, and 
Theocr. Gwo@es ‘two-handled’ (< ‘with an ear on each side’), both 
neuter nom.-acc. singulars reflecting -ovh-es and suggesting animate 
-ouh-és / -ouh-eh-os etc. (and cf. the Myc. PN o-tu-wo-we = orthuöuh- 
es/o-two-we-o = orthyOyh-eh-os).?5 A similar state of affairs would be 
possible for any compound having kr-(e)h,- as second member. An 


124 The Vedic situation is described in W-D 2.1, 91 ff. 


Er-(e)h,- ‘head’ 93 


entire compound paradigm with this unextended stem could easily have 
been preserved in Greek for as long a time as such a compound contin- 
ued to be inflected. The implications of this are worth noting. It means 
that paradigmatic levelling, although excluded for the simplex, is per- 
fectly possible for the compound of which Ero would be an adverb- 
ialized relic. This in turn allows us to explain Enıxoe (if it is a com- 
pound) either as the direct reflex of an original nom.-acc. neut. epi-krh, 
(as above), or as a newer nom.-acc. extracted from oblique compound 
forms (-x00-06, -xap-(e)ı, etc. < -krh,-os, -krh,- -(e)i etc.). The second 
possibility would make the admissibility of a phonological development 
of -krh, to -xao irrelevant. Naturally, these two different accounts of 
-40Q (as the second member of a bahuvrihi) may both turn out to be 
possible. But a final choice between them depends on ascertaining what 
type of inflectional ablaut this compound would have had, and this 
itself depends on the original inflection of kr-(e)h,- ‘head’. These ques- 
tions will be taken up later on. 


26.11.1 To summarize the possibilities in the case of émtxao in 
particular, it would appear that the xao cannot be an alternate nom.- 
acc. (§ 26.5). Neither can it be supposed that xao directly continues the 
endingless locative of a simplex meaning ‘head’ ($$ 26.6.2 ff.). Even so, 
there is more than one way of meeting Forssman's objections ($ 26.4) 
while giving a plausible account both of &nıxap and a few other 
adverbial expressions (&vtv«pu(c), £yyo(c), noóxvv) that consist of a 
preposition plus a substantive. On the one hand, &nıxog could reflect a 
PIE phrase that contained an adverbial epi plus kreh,, the endingless 
locative of the word for ‘head’ seen in x&oo ($ 26.8.4). One would then 
assume that the phrase underwent early univerbation and subsequent 
reduction to epikrh, ($ 26.8.1). If so, &yyó- ($ 26.8.2) and possibly 
üvtuXxQuc (Š 26.8.3) could be parallels in Greek itself. It is also possible 
that noóyvv is the result of a development of this kind (Appendix IT). 

But £nixaQ can also reasonably be taken to be the adverbialized 
nom.-acc. of a bahuvrihi that has epi in a strictly adverbial function as 
its first member ($$ 26.10.1f.). This alternative explanation could be 


25 Cf. Chantraine DELG, 839 with references to Szemerényi, $MEA 3, 59ff.; Heubeck, 
SMEA 4, 36; Chadwick-Baumbach, Glotta 41, 230. 
Naturally, it is also possible to find cases in which a "secondary heteroclitic" 
($$ 7.1, 19.1f.) appears as an n-stem second compound member- e.g. RV an-asthán- 
(beside an-asthá-) : ásthi/asthn - (W-D 2.1, 93). The model of the primary heterocli- 
tics was always available. 
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parallelled by admissible alternative analyses of &vtuxoó (SŠ 26.10.2) 
and, possibly, noóyvv (Appendix II) in Greek, and a case like Vedic 
abhijnn elsewhere (SŠ 26.10.1, 26.10.2). 

The essential point for our purposes, however, is that mag need 
not contain a nom.-acc. xao in order to be identified, in stem, with 
xá&Qa. And since this identification provides the most straightforward 
interpretation (see Appendix I), we may accept it. Whether it reflects a 
univerbation or an adverbialized possessive compound is less crucial. 


26.11.2 If a choice between two possibilities must be made, how- 
ever, one might prefer to take &nıxag as a univerbation of epikrch, (> 
epikrh.). There are two reasons for this. The less compelling one is that 
if Enixap, dvtiov(c), Eyyb-, and noóxvu are all to be interpreted in 
exactly the same way, they must all be univerbations, since £yy- is very 
unlikely to be a bahuvrihi. More importantly, we would be justifiably 
reluctant to dissociate (émt)xao ‘head-on’ from Hitt. (kit)kar ‘at the 
head’ ($$ 28.4f.), which has a locatival -kar (and cf. $$ 26.8.6, 28.5.3). 


27. The compounds iyxpog (with -kr(h,)-o-) and Enixag (with 
-krh,) are not the only Greek compounds that have &r-(e)h,- ‘head’ as 
second members. But they are the only ones that are sure to represent 
something archaic and provide information that could not be gotten 
from the simplex xáoð itself. Mycenaean go-u-ka-ra (= g*ou-k(a) ra), 
either a possessive ‘cow-headed’ or a determinative ‘cow head’ has 
already been mentioned ($ 19.4). But the Mycenaean spelling conven- 
tions make it impossible to tell whether the word was a di-syllabic g“ou- 
kra (which would be one more piece of evidence in favor of seeing a 
syllabic Lindeman variant in the simplex x&g@: Š 21) or a tri-syllabic 
g*ou-kara. The latter would merely represent the introduction of the 
simplex into a compound. This is in any case what has happened in 
xatoxé&oa ‘head downwards’ (Pi, Ar. +), the adverbialization of a 
relatively recent bahuvrihi. 


28.1 In the case of Greek kera 'horn (material? « ker-eh, 
(§§ 12.1 ff.), it happened that there was comparative evidence in Hittite 
(karauar -S 11) for a kr-eh,- with a meaning something like ‘horn’. In 
the last several paragraphs ($$ 17-27) evidence has been presented for a 
Greek simplex kr-eh,- ‘head’ that is also found in the shapes -kr(h,) -o- 
(tyxooc) and -kra, EnO): 

In a few other compounds (xoń-ðeuvov etc.), it is unclear whether 
the first member reflects kr-eh,- or kr-h,-. Here too there is evidence 
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outside Greek for (or at least consistent with) a stem £r-(e)A,- that has 
the meaning ‘head’. We may leave aside for now the more complex for- 
mations. Indo-Iranian and Hittite show traces of a kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ as 
such. 


28.2 The Indic evidence, though indirect, certainly deserves to be 
mentioned. Several Indo-Aryan languages 6 point to an Indic *Sraya- 
‘head’. This formation is not found in Sanskrit itself, but it is impossible 
to see how it could have been formed at any relatively late date from 
anything known in older Indic. Morphologically, the form is clear 
enough up to a certain point. The sra- would seem to reflect kr-Eh,- 
and thus correspond to x(&)oà, if not necessarily to xo-(Sesuvov etc.) 
as well. The analysis of the -ya- that follows this #8- is more difficult. 
Since exocentric ( genitival”) -iya- (cf. § 13.2) is ruled out phonologi- 
cally in *sraya-, the pair xGQG : $rä-ya- cannot be parallelled by the 
(rather frequent) pattern displayed by, e.g. Gk. xño etc. ‘heart’ (kerd) : 
nopdsia/ Olr. cride id. (krd-iiä-/-iio-) etc., where the substantivized 
adjectival derivative finally comes to be synonymous with its deriva- 
tional basis. On the other hand, the status of an inherited nominal suf- 
fix -10- is precarious."7 But it may be noted that if Greek (Hom. +) 
has neLög ‘on foot’ (< pedio- : pod- / ped- ‘foot’), it might be possible to 
take Indic *£rzya- as ultimately reflecting a kreh,io- ‘in the head’, and 
assume that this was substantivized to something like ‘skull’, whence 
‘head’ by a trivial semantic generalization. 

In any case, there is a practically perfect complementary distribu- 
tion between those Indo-Aryan languages that have reflexes of *sraya- 
and those whose word for ‘head’ comes from Stras-.28 This makes it 
possible to suppose that the absence of *sraya- from Sanskrit literature 
is a dialectal matter. 


28.3 Old Persian fradara- ‘pre-eminent’ has been taken ?? to re- 
flect a compound whose second member -Óar-(a)- would correspond 
to Greek -xao ‘head’. More precisely (since it is not clear whether -xao 
is really a compound member as such -$$ 26.7 ff.), one could in fact 


= 


26 'Turner CDI-AL, entry no.12694. 

7 Seebold (Idg. Halbvokale, 243 ff.; summary 277) operates with exocentric -ijo- vs. 
endocentric -io-. Evidence for a unitary, purely denominative -jo- is thin at the very 
least (and cf. addendum to $ 38.1). 

28 Only Katei (Kafiri) has both. But there the siras-reflex is found only in hymnic litera- 
ture, according to Turner (CD/-AL, entry 12452), not in the spoken language. 

129 W, Wüst, Altpersische Studien (= PHMA 8-11), 207 f. 
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suppose an Iranian bahuvrihi fra-far-a- ‘prominent-(headed)’. In favor 
of this suggestion is that it avoids the unlikely assumption of a compar- 
atıve -thara- (beside normal -tara-) that would be required by the view 
that fradara- is somehow the same as OP fratara- 'prior'.?? Similarly, it 
seems an improvement on the analysis frad-ara- and the identifica- 
tion P! of this with RV práth-ate ‘spreads’, Av. fraÜ-ah- ‘breadth’ etc., 
which is semantically unconvincing and morphologically not quite 
straightforward. If this suggestion is accepted, the second member 
-Sara- thus furnished may be compared exactly only to that of the 
Greek governing compound tyxgoç ‘brain’ (< -kr(h,)-o —S$ 25.2f.). 
The analysis prokrh,-o- for the OP form might come to mind first of 
all. On Avestan sära- ‘head’ see below ($ 33). 


28.4 Another relevant form is a Hittite -kar ‘(to/at) the head’, 
found only in the expression kitkar/kitkarza ‘(here) at/to the head’. 
There have been two recent extensive discussions of the form,!?? and in 
some respects its precise historical interpretation is controversial. 
Several points, however, have become communis opinio: 


1) Since Old Hittite has only kitkar, this is to be considered the 
original form, while kitkarza shows the relatively recent addition of the 
ablative ending. 


2) The segmentation is kit-kar, and kit- is identical to the ket that 
occurs as a free form with a meaning something like ‘here’, and ulti- 
mately represents a case form of the pronominal stem £a-.?? 


3) The expression kit-kar '(here) at the head’ was originally two 
independent juxtaposed words that have become a single adverb. Hit- 
tite therefore once had a simplex kar that functioned as a locative. 


4) Etymologically, kar is to be referred to Gk. xóa etc. In previ- 
ous discussions, it has been compared especially closely to (£r1-)xaQ. 


To points 1 and 2 there is nothing to add. Both seem indisputable. 
As to point 3, however, it is not really clear that kit-kar unconditionally 
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Kent OP, 198 with further reference. 

131 Brandenstein-Mayrhofer Handbuch, 120. 

12 Neu Lok, 20ff.; Melchert Inst and Abl, 199ff., 259 ff.; both with references to earlier 
literature. 

133 According to Melchert, ket is an instrumental filling in for ablative (as often happens 

in the Old Hitt. pronominal system) — and specifically for a “directional” ablative. For 

Neu, ket is an endingless locative of the pronominal stem that has a -t “extension” but 

no actual desinence. 
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requires us to attribute a free form kar with locatival function to any 
stage of Hittite. And point 4 makes this even less clear. For an espe- 
cially close comparison of (kit-)kar with (€m1-)xao naturally suggests 
exploring the possibility of giving them parallel interpretations. And for 
(£ni-)«ag, a free form xag (in no matter what function) is implausible 
(SS 26.4-26.6). Although an identity of stem formation between Hitt. 
-kar and Gk. -xao (plus xoa etc.) is certainly to be retained (from 
point 4), it remains to be seen whether or not it is desirable to dissociate 
Hitt. -kar from its apparent Greek correspondent by viewing it, as it 
stands, as some case form of a simplex paradigm. 


28.5.1 As already argued above ($ 26.6.2), the reconstruction of an 
inherited endingless locative kr can be ruled out both because a root 
noun &(e)r- is unsupported and because, even so, its endingless locative 
ought not to have had zero grade. 

But there is still room for more than one account of a Hittite kar 
as a free form with locatival function. In the case of the Greek simplex 
xàga /XOGAT-, it was possible to exclude a simplex endingless locative 
xap (§ 26.6.3) because such a form would pre-suppose paradigmatic 
levelling there, and this is risky at the very least in a paradigm that may 
well have acquired a heteroclitic oblique stem very early ($ 26.5). In the 
Hittite situation, however, we lack the evidence on which to make a 
decisive similar argument, since there is no positive indication of an 
oblique reflecting krh,s(e) n- there. One is free to consider the possi- 
bility that the relatively early innovation(s) responsible for the creation 
of Gk. xapahv- (and perhaps also for its correspondence to Ved. Sirsn-) 
never occurred at all in pre-Anatolian. This would permit one to sup- 
pose that Anatolian (or even Hittite itself) had, for a time, a paradigm 
of ‘head’ based entirely on kr-(e)h,- inflected with ablaut, and that par- 
adigmatic levelling (generalization of krh,-) produced a locative krh,, 
which developed regularly to Hittite *karh and then kar, the only form 
in this paradigm to be preserved. The final point to be made concerning 
the admissibility of kar as a simplex Hittite locative is that as far as the 
phonology goes, it could reflect ker-h,!* as well as kr-h,. But this struc- 
ture (e-grade root plus zero suffix) cannot have characterized the origi- 
nal endingless locative of the 4,-stem for ‘head’ (Š 26.8.4). And seeing a 
locative ker-h, as the product of paradigmatic levelling is probably 
excluded (cf. $ 35 below). 


134 Insofar as erC > Hitt. arC (e.g. Kronasser Etym, 25 and VLFH, 38). 
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28.5.2 A second possibility altogether is that of following the sug- 
gestion of C. Melchert, who takes kar ‘at the head’ to be not an origi- 
nal morphological locative, but a neuter nom.-acc. that has taken on 
locative function and is preserved exclusively in that function. He com- 
pares the neuter nom.-acc. Jammar ‘hour’, which also has an adverbial 
function (/ammar ‘at once’), and is found in the clearly locatival expres- 
sion Jammar lammar ‘hourly’. [*] A nom.-acc. krh, (once again with par- 
adigmatic levelling) could therefore also be considered. But a nom.-acc. 
kerh, (as opposed to the Gk. nom.-acc. kr-£h,), though phonologically 
possible, would be unacceptable on other grounds ($$ 26.8.4, 35). 


28.5.3 It is therefore possible to see in Hitt. (Ait-)kar a kar (< 
krh,) that represents either a nom.-acc. or a locative of kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ 
(xáoa), and that existed as a free form in Hittite before being joined 
with pronominal kit-. The paradigm to which kar belonged at the time 
would have subsequently disappeared. But the existence of an isolated 
-kar with locative function beside the isolated -kar with directive func- 
tion in Greek (neither of which belong to any paradigm synchronically) 
disfavors both of these analyses of Hitt. -&ar, since Gk. -xao cannot be 
taken as a free form of either kind ($$ 26.5, 26.6.4). The Greek form 
could either be the second member of a bahuvrihi or the second half of 
a “univerbation”. But seeing an inherited bahuvrihi X-krAh, as the ulti- 
mate source of kit-kar would be problematical in several respects, and it 
is therefore preferable to suppose that réf, the original endingless loc- 
ative of ‘head’, became involved very early in one (epi-kröh, itself?) or 
more “univerbated” adverbial expressions, and was reduced to -krh, (cf. 
-ghsri, -gu $ 26.8.1 £.) already in PIE. Hittite would then have substi- 
tuted kit- for whatever “first member(s)” it inherited, a development 
parallelled, for example, by the creation of ug(o)on-yó(c) on the basis 
of £y-yü(g) in Greek. 

It seems important enough to repeat (cf. $ 26. 8.6), however, that 
this interpretation of (kit)kar = _(ét)xag requires, for the stage at 
which the univerbation X + loc. kr-Eh, (> -krh,) was formed, a para- 
digm of ‘head’ that had the simple /,-stem throughout. But if we wish 
to leave open the possibility that the heteroclitic paradigm seen in Gk. 
x&oa /xoaat- results from essentially the same development that lies 
behind the Ved. paradigm siras/sirsn- (SS 9.8 no.4, 26.5, 26.8.6), we 
must suppose that the correspondence of xpàa- to Sirsn- is the conse- 
quence of an early innovation that followed the univerbation of the 


135 Melchert Abl and Inst, 201. 
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X + loc. kr-&h, in question. There seems to be no obstacle at the 
moment, since it does not require Greek ever to have had a paradigm 
based entirely on an h,-stem, but only an isolated, adverbialized relic of 
such a paradigm. 


29.1 The evidence for a stem kr-(e)h,- that has no further suffixes 
and means ‘head’ has now been surveyed, and the various forms that 
belong under this heading have each been classified from a historical 
point of view (original simplex forms vs. original compound forms, 
possible reconstructions of particular items, original case functions of 
some forms, etc.: $$ 17-28). In part IIc just below ($$ 30ff.), the major 
problem raised by the interpretations offerred in IIa and IIb will be 
discussed. This is the relationship between simple k(e)r-(e)h- ‘horn 
(material), indicated jointly by Greek and Hittite, and simple Y 
‘head’, also indicated by Greek and Hittite directly, and probably sup- 
ported by an Indic derivative *srä-ya-. First, however, there are a few 
points concerning the segmentation of kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ that ought to be 
made explicit. 

Among the forms that mean ‘horn’ in some way, the segmentation 
k(e)r-(e)h,- (with suffixal -(e)h,-) for the stem reflected by Myc. kera 
and Hitt. karä(yar) was unavoidable (§§ 11.1, 15): On the one hand, it 
is out of the question to suppose that Myc. kerä and Hitt. karä(yar) are 
not made on the same root as kor-u- and k(e)r-n(o)-. But at the same 
time, no unambiguous form of the u- or n-stem group shows -(e)h,- 
after the root. Furthermore, the available evidence suggests a semantic 
distinction between k(e)r-(e)h, - ‘horn (material? and the others 
(which originally seem to have named the object only). Finally, the 
analysis k(e)r-e -h, for ‘horn (material) is excluded by Greek xéQac 
($$ 40ff. below). [*] 

Following the traditional view that all the forms in this entire 
‘horn’/‘head’ group have one and the same root, the segmentation Ér- 
(e)A,- has appeared throughout in $$ 17-28 for the ‘head’ words dis- 
cussed there. Explicit mention of the theoretical alternatives has been 
postponed until now: 


1) kr-e-h, is phonologically possible for x&o@ and xon- / xpà- but 
is objectionable from every other point of view: it makes the neuter 
gender of singular x&o@ highly problematical, prohibits the reconstruc- 
tion of a single formation to account for x&pà, (£x1)-«aQ, Indic * sraya- 
and Hitt. (Eit) kar all at the same time, and is ruled out in any case by 
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the more complex formations to be taken up below (e.g. kr-h,-sn- in 
Greek, Indic and elsewhere). 


2) We are therefore left with a choice between the kr-( e)h,- with 
which we have been operating and a neuter root noun kr(& h,- ‘head’ 
reflecting a root (kreh,-) that is different from the one (ker-) that 
underlies all of the ‘horn’ formations. Seeing such a root noun here is 
not only a radical solution, but also results in an uneconomical multipli- 
cation of reconstructed items and amounts to the adoption of a null 
hypothesis unless there is no alternative. Methodologically, a neuter 
root noun kr(ö)h,- should remain a last resort. 


29.2 'The situation so far, in schematic form, would appear as fol- 
lows if the various allomorphs that are found are arranged according to 
what they actually mean: 


‘horn (object) 99 | ‘horn (object) ‘horn (material) IIa. | ‘head’ IIb. 
kor-u- k(e)r-n(o)- $7 ker-eh,- kr-ehy- | kr-ehy- kr-hy- 
k(e)r-u- $8 | 
Ër-ou- i 
SCr. krava etc. Gk. xéova(t) Myc. kera Hitt. |! Gk. xüpu Hitt. 
L. ceruos etc. L. cornum/-u kerajo- kara(var) | Indic (kit)-kar 
Av. sruu(ä)- OHG hrin-d | *sraya- Gk. 
Gk. öi-xpo(F)-og etc. | En1-X010 
| (y-xo-oç 
| EY-XAD-OG 
i OP 
i fra-Üar-a- 


The Greek first compound member xeü-/xen- ‘head’ belongs with 
“G00, (kit)-kar etc., but is ambiguous between kr-eh,- and kr-h,-. Fur- 
thermore, this arrangement is intended as a purely descriptive one, and 


136 At first sight, the Avestan dual forms of sruu(a)- (S$ 3.2, 8.4) that mean ‘the two sets 
of nails’ (cf. Bartholomae AirW, 1647) might be taken to suggest that the apparent 
underlying $ruu-eH-/$ru-H- actually meant ‘set of horns, talons, nails’ (but see $ 8.4). 
If this collective function is attributed not to the -(e) H- (< -(e)h,-) suffix, but to the 
u-stem itself, one would have an explanation for the observation that most of the 
keru-o-/kru-o- derivatives (Latin ceruos, Welsh carw, OPr sirwis etc.—cf. also OHG 
hiruz etc.) do happen to name animals that have sets of horns—i.e. antlers. But it does 
not really seem attractive on further reflection to suppose that the »-stem in question 
meant ‘set of horns’: The Av. dual can also mean simply ‘two horns’, and there would 
be no reason not to attribute the collective function to the -(e)/,-suffix in the first 
place. In addition, the #-stem does not have collective value in Gk. öt-xpoF-o- ‘two- 
horned’ ($$ 3.3, 8.2), and one of its derivatives (B-S korud § 4.4.1) means ‘cow’. 
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although the forms placed together under £r-h,- ‘head’, for example, all 
do in fact seem to reflect thıs, the zero grade seen in Hitt. (kit)-kar and 
Gk. (£nı)-xop probably has an origin that is to be distinguished (on 
some level) from that of the others ($$ 26, 28.4 f.). And in any case, only 
indirect conclusions concerning the original paradigm of any of these 
items may be drawn from the co-existence of the various stem shapes. 

What emerges from this arrangement of the material, however, 1s 
that a meaning ‘horn’, from one point of view or another, is the basic 
one to a certain extent. It is universal in the 4- and n-stem groups, and 
even among the A,-stems (to which the ‘head’ words are completely 
confined) ‘horn’ appears as well. 


IIc. kér-h, ‘head-bone (substance) > 
DE ‘skull’ > ‘head’ 


30.1 The material considered in IIa. and IIb. presents us with a 
situation that is easily summarized. Descriptively, we have reflexes in 
the individual languages of a k(e)r-eh,- ‘horn (material) beside reflexes 
of a kr-(e)h,- ‘head’. The problem is that of ascertaining the PIE state 
of affairs that lay behind this. 

There are only two logical possibilities, and each of them suggests 
further questions. On the one hand, we may think of tracing all the re- 
flexes in question back to a single substantive in the protolanguage. In 
that case, our task is now to reconstruct a PIE A,-stem in as much detail 
as possible (derivational history, inflectional type, gender), and to re- 
construct a meaning for it, in such a way that it 1s possible to eliminate 
the various difficulties: 


1) semantic (horn! vs. ‘head’ for the same substantive in both 
Greek kera/utioa and Hittite kara(uar) / (kit) kar) 


2) morphological (e.g. x&oa / xoaat- vs. apparent kera/keräs in 
Gk.) 


3) gender (neuter xóQa vs. apparent feminine kera in Gk.) 


On the other hand, one could take the descriptive situation at face 
value and reconstruct two PIE lexical items-two synchronically dis- 
tinct paradigms- each with its own meaning, its own gender, its own 
inflectional characteristics; but both formed with the root k(e)r- and 
the suffix -(e)A,-. In this case, there is the problem of explaining how 
two paradigms whose stem formation is superficially identical could 
have existed side by side (and could have had two different meanings 
and inflections and genders) in the protolanguage. Furthermore, such 
an explanation will have to account for the two separate items simulta- 
neously. Naturally, they cannot be viewed as entirely independent. 


30.2 We may first look into the possibility of reconstructing one 
PIE lexical item k(e)r-(e)h,- as the source of all the reflexes in ques- 
tion. And since there are two different meanings represented among 
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them, it would be well to begin with the question of what this substan- 
tive might have meant originally. 

At least one secure-looking conclusion may be drawn immediately. 
A substantive found with the root k(e)r- and the suffix -(e)h,- existed 
already in PIE, and (whatever else it may or may not have meant), this 
substantive meant ‘head’. The Greek evidence all by itself would point 
in this direction, for the alternations 4&oa : xoà- : (Ly)xoog : (&)«apoc 
: (Enl)xap cannot have arisen within the history of Greek. Potential 
models-even hypothetical ones-are entirely lacking. Such alternants 
can only be viewed as the outcomes of pre-forms that not only con- 
tained A, as a viable consonant, but were subject to phonological (e. g. 
Lindeman's Law) and morphological (e.g. compositional apophony) 
processes that would certainly have ceased to be automatic in this set of 
forms at a very early stage in the history of Greek. 

Significantly, however, most of these isolated allomorphs, neces- 
sarıly produced by archaic processes, have exact parallels elsewhere. 
Perhaps most striking is the practically inevitable equation between Gk. 
locative -xao (in directive function) and Hittite locative -kar, both 
implying not only a PIE locative kreh,, but much more specifically the 
formation in PIE of one or more expressions in which this locative, 
once "univerbated" with a preceding adverbial element, underwent 
early reduction to -krh, ($ 26.11). Similarly, even if &y-xagog ‘brain’ is 
not necessarily the direct reflex of a -krh,-o- that probably also lies 
behind OP fra-dara- ‘prominent’ (Š 28.3), either Ty-xeoG or ü-xapoc 
most likely is. And Indic *sraya- ‘head’, which is presumably distinct 
from xápa only in its expectable non- -syllabic r, could therefore have 
precisely the same pre-form as Gk. xQ@- in compounds. The other 
possibility is that compositional xpü- reflects krh,- and thus provides a 
different archaic alternant of x&oo. (krh,- : krrěh,). 

In other words, it is only be reconstructing PIE pre-forms and al- 
lowing them to undergo early processes that these forms can be sensibly 
aligned with one another. And yet the meaning ‘head’ is pre-supposed 
for the forms aligned in this way. If the meaning ‘head’ for xoa were 
the result of a post-PIE semantic change of any sort, one would have to 
suppose that the kr-eh,- of Indic *srä-ya- coincidentally underwent a 
similar change. The meaning ‘head’ both for the second member of ty- 
xpog (and/or &-xapoc) and for OP /ra-Üara- would then also result 
from a coincidental convergence. Surely it is much more plausible to 
suppose that the substantive that was subjected to the early processes 
observable in the reflexes already meant ‘head’ when those processes 
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came into play. Most clearly of all, it would seem that the exact seman- 
tic and special apophonic correspondence of the Greek locative 
(£m)xag and the Hittite locative (kit)Rar demands a PIE substantive 
kr-(e)h,- that itself meant ‘head’. 


30.3 If so, there has been some progress made, since the possibili- 
ties for an overall solution have been somewhat delimited. We may, for 
example, confidently rule out a PIE k(e)r-(e)h,- meaning ‘top of the 
body’ that would have been divergently specialized to words for ‘head’ 
and ‘horn’ (or both) only within the histories of the individual IE lan- 
guages. Since a h,-stem substantive on the root k(e) r- was present ın 
the protolanguage and had the meaning ‘head’, we may trace all of the 
k(e)r-(e)h,- reflexes back to one and the same PIE paradigm only if 


1) the word with this paradigm meant ‘head’ in PIE, but took on a 
secondary or extended meaning both in Gk. (kera) and in Hittite (kara- 
uar), while keeping the primary one as well (Gk. x&oa, Hitt. -kar) or 


2) the PIE word in question simply meant ‘head and/or horn’ 
indiscriminately already in the protolanguage. 


Neither of these suppositions is at all attractive. In the first place, 
both can be considered circular. They are supported by nothing but the 
observation that the forms pointing to a k(e)r-(e)h,- partly mean 
‘head’ and partly ‘horn’. But neither reconstruction explains anything 
beyond the very observation on which they are based. Neither propo- 
sal, for example, contributes anything automatic toward the problem 
posed by the distinction between Myc. dat. (-inst.) kerai and Hom. dat. 
XOGQTL. 

In addition (cf. no. 1 above), if a word for ‘head’ has also come to 
mean ‘horn’ somehow both in Hittite and Greek, we have a unique 
semantic development twice over. No IE language shows any tendency 
to give a basic ‘head’ term the additional meaning ‘horn’—not to speak 
of ‘horn (material more specifically (Gk. kera). Nor do Greek and 
Hittite themselves (cf. xegaAn, harsar- respectively). 

As a corollary (cf. no.2), therefore, there is no JE language that 
uses the same word for both. For PIE itself, the exceptionless restric- 
tion of all the keru- and k(e)rn(o)-reflexes to the meaning ‘horn’ cer- 
tainly indicates that ‘head’ and ‘horn’ are very unlikely to have been 
thought of as basically the same thing at that stage either. 

An argument specifically against a PIE -stem meaning ‘head’ 
(no.1) that comes to be used as a word for ‘horn’ only secondarily (at 
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no matter what stage) has to do with a point made earlier ($ 29.2), 
where it was noted that a meaning ‘horn’ from one point of view or 
another seems persistent within the entire group of formations with the 
root k(e)r- in common. A distinction between the object (kor-u- / (e) r- 
n(o)-) and the substance (k(e)r-(e)h,- with the collective suffix) seems 
sensible and realistic. But if so, the meaning ‘head’ for k(e)r-(e)h,- 
(probably already PIE) is something to be explained rather than 
assumed as the starting point. 


30.4 The drawbacks on semantic grounds to a k(e) r-(e)h,- ‘head 
and/or horn’ (cf. again $ 30.3 no.2) become still more pronounced 
when the reconstruction of a single stem with twin meanings is com- 
bined with certain other assumptions concerning the more complex for- 
mations that belong here and will have to be dealt with eventually (cf. 
$$ 9.2 ff., Illa, b, c). These assumptions would have it that k(e) r-(e)h,- 
‘head ando horn’ has a derivative k(e) r-h,- (e)s- (x&pag ‘horn’, Skt. 
ffras- "head") and that this, in turn, has a derivative kr-h,-s- r/n- (e.g. 
Gk. 6986-xoa100 ‘straight-horned’/xoaat- head"). 

We now must accept a semantic (‘horn’ vs. ‘head’) split not only for 
k(e) r-(e)h,- (which also shows a paradigmatic split i in Gk.-keräi vs. 
xoáatı), but also for £(e)r-h,-(e)s- (xépag vs. Siras-) and kr-h,-s -r/n- 
(-«pgatoa. -horned'/xoaat- ‘head’) as well. That is, we have one basic 
formation and two layers of further derivation. And yet none of these 
three reconstructed substantives seems to have had a specific enough 
meaning that it did not undergo further semantic specialization in one 
direction (horn! for x&pas and -xoa1oa ‘horned’), or the other (‘head’ 
for Siras-, Sirs(a)n-, x«pàat-), or even both at once (kera vs. någa). As 
already pointed out above, the one thing that we never find in any IE 
language is a single lexical item (one and the same paradigm) that actu- 
ally means both ‘head’ and ‘horn’. We must then ask why we are recon- 
structing precisely this situation for PIE—and in triplicate. On the other 
hand, a k(e)r-(e)h,- ‘head’ that simply acquires the meaning ‘horn’ in 
Greek and Hittite (§ 30.3 no.1) would not provide any basis for an 
understanding of the semantic contrast seen in x£pas ‘horn’ vs. siras- 
‘head’ or “KQO.LQ. ‘horned’ vs. x0GaT- ‘head’ either. 

To summarize, it seems certain that PIE had a &(e) r-(e)h,- that 
meant ‘head’. But reconstructing only one substantive with this stem 
makes it impossible to provide anything but an arbitrary and even dubi- 
ous account of the meaning(s) of Myc. kera ‘horn (material) and Hitt. 
kara(uar) ‘horn’. 
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31.1 As intimated earlier (§ 30.1), however, the appearance of two 
meanings among the k(e)r-(e)h,- reflexes is not the only obstacle to a 
single PIE item with this stem. For as soon as an attempt is made to 
establish a gender and an inflection for a hypothetical PIE k(e) r-(e)h,- 
(meaning irrecoverable), certain pieces of evidence, together with what 
they imply, become irreconcilable with the requirements of other pieces 
of evidence. We may now look into this more closely. 

If all the reflexes of a A,-stem that means either ‘head’ or ‘horn’ 
come from only one PIE b(e) r-(e) h^ then it may be concluded that 
the paradigm in question had @/zero inflectional ablaut in the root (cf. 
§ 15 no. 5). The Greek evidence alone (&era/xóQà) is sufficient justifi- 
cation for this conclusion. Hittite kara(uar) is only a derivative of the 
hypothetical PIE stem under discussion, but the indications ($$ 10f.) 
are that it is a relatively late one in which a -yar was added to an a- 
stem kard- with little semantic effect. In any case, this would only pro- 
vide a parallel for Gk. x&o@. If there was apophony in the root, how- 
ever, then there should also have been apophony in the suffix origi- 
nally, since there seems to be no identifiable PIE pattern of substantival 
athematic inflection that combines an ablauting root with a fixed ë- 
grade suffix (§ 15 no.5). The evidence of Gk. kera/xápà plus Hitt. 
karä(uar) certainly demands an é-grade suffix somewhere in the para- 
digm. 


31.2 The ablauting root excludes hysterokinetic inflection for a 
putative single PIE formation, since this type features a zero-grade root 
throughout. The assumption of an amphikinetic ker-oh, /kr-h,- loc. kr- 
éh, perhaps cannot be ruled out entirely, but entails serious complica- 
tions—for example the development in Greek of one paradigm (kerä) 
showing a root vocalism levelled in favor of the nom. and acc. plus a 
suffix generalized from the locative, and a second stem (xüpa) which 
descriptively reflects the original locative but occurs only as a nom.-acc. 
neuter. Such a hypothesis could be seriously considered only if no more 
straightforward alternative were available. Another assumption that 
may be considered unnecessarily complicated is that of seeing the 
forms in question as arising from an absolutely priginal acrostatic ker- 


h, /kér-h,- with a switch of the oblique to kr-eh,-. 


31.3.1 The first choice, therefore, in reconstructing a single PIE 
source for the reflexes of k(e)r-(e)h,- would be proterokinetic ker- 


! See Schindler, BSL 70, 7 for the view that certain acrostatic paradigms became descrip- 
tively proterokinetic. 
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h, / kr-éh,-. As to its gender, one would choose either feminine (project- 
ing back what is highly probable for Gk. kerä and the preform of the 
derivational basis of Hitt. kara-uar) or neuter (projecting back the gen- 
der of xáoa). 


31.3.2 As already suggested (SŠ 29.2, 30.3), the apparent semantic 
contrast between k(e)r-(e)h, - in the meaning ‘horn (material) and kor- 
u-/k(e)r-n(o)- ‘horn (object) inclines one to see the A,-stem forma- 
tion as an example of -(e)h,- in collective function. In addition, a neu- 
ter collective h,-stem type is perhaps to be attributed to a relatively 
early stage of the protolanguage (by internal reconstruction of the PIE 
neuter nom.-acc. plural in -A,; cf. § 37). At first sight, therefore, it might 
seem at least theoretically possible to suppose that a neuter ker-h, / kr- 
éh,- -, inherited into the individual languages, is what lies behind Gk. 
náa etc./ kera, Hitt. -kar/kara- and the other k(e) r-(e)h,- reflexes 
that mean ‘head’ or ‘horn’. 

This will not do, however, on closer examination. The semantic 
problem ($ 30) would remain untouched, but that is not our present 
concern. More to the point, it is not likely that this variety of neuter 
substantive (collectives inflected as singulars with suffixal -(e)A,- 
throughout) survived into the individual languages. On the one hand, it 
Is beyond doubt that any such collective neuter substantives with suffix 
-h,- plus desinence zero in the nom.-acc. had been reinterpreted, qua 
neuters, as having a nom.-acc. desinence -h, already in PIE. It is there- 
fore not surprising that singular neuter paradigms with -(e)h,- as a suf- 
fix are a non-existent type for all intents and purposes in the IE lan- 
guages.? But even if there were no objection to an inherited neuter ker- 
h, / kr-éh,- as such, it would necessitate unacceptable further assump- 
tions. One would have to say that the structure of the nom.-acc. vág 
(« kr-eh,) amounts to the generalization of the stem-shape appropriate 
originally only to the oblique. But the generalization of feminine-look- 
ing -eh, to the nom.-acc. of a formation that was neuter from the begin- 
ning (and remained so) is incomprehensible. Moreover, a point that has 
been made before (e.g. § 26.5), the equation noant- : Ved. sirsn- ‘head’ 
strongly implies that there was something irregular about the paradigm 
of this word for ‘head’ already at some point in the protolanguage. It is 
therefore not necessarily admissible to invoke levelling within some 
completely normal paradigm 1n the first place. 


2 And kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ itself (clearest in x00) is of course nowhere inflected with 
-(e)h,- as the pre-desinential suffix throughout the paradigm (cf. Part ITI c., $$ 51 ff.). 
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31.3.3 This leaves us with the possibility of feminine gender for 
proterokinetic ker-h, to look into. For a formation with the gender, suf- 
fix, structure, and inflection of a fem. kér-h, / k-th, there is at least a 
parallel-the PIE word for ‘woman’ g*en-h, / g*n-éh,- (Olr. ben/mna cf. 
YvVf| etc.). It is impossible to say, however, how good a parallel this is 
derivationally and functionally. Tentative feminine gender need not 
make us less inclined to see this ker-h, as a collective. But the -(e)A,- 
suffix certainly had other functions too already in PIE, and g*en-h, 
‘woman’, whatever its derivational history, is unlikely to be a esllecuwe: 
As a proterokinetic feminine collective of the structure Root + (e)h,-, a 
kér-h, would therefore be unique, strictly speaking, although not actu- 
ally inadmissible on any positive grounds. 

However that may be, a proterokinetic ker-h,, even if feminine, is 
still unsatisfactory as a basis for combining the ‘head’ (xáoa etc.) and 
the ‘horn’ (Myc. kera, Hitt. kara-yar) forms. For the latter, to be sure, 
there would be no special problem. Notably, it is Gk. xóoa that 
remains intractable- partly in and of itself and partly in its relationship 
to Myc. kera. It would have to be assumed that the inherited feminine 
ker-h, / kr-éh,- split into two different a-stems (kera, -ās vs. x00, -àc), 
and hat one of them became neuter while the other, to all appearances, 
remained feminine. 

But there is no plausible way of explaining how a feminine d-stem 
could become neuter in Greek (cf. $ 9.7.2.2b). Even if there were, we 
remain confronted by the problem of the paradigm xápa / xopàat- 
‘head’. To start (for Greek) with a paradigm that involves only a stem 
k(e) r-(e)h,- is to abandon, by definition, any attempt to relate the Gk. 
neuter oblique ( « kh, sn- ) to the Skt. neuter oblique (< &rh,sn-) in the 
ideal way-that is by giving the two unique paradigms to which they 
belong a single explanation (a common starting point in PIE). To aban- 
don this attempt before making it is methodologically unsound. 


32.1 To summarize, the k(e)r-(e)h,- reflexes, if they all come 
from one original paradigm at all, would have to come from a protero- 
kinetic ker-h, (Š 31.1£.). This is unlikely to have been inherited into the 
IE languages as a neuter ($ 31.3.2), but a feminine of this sort makes 
for difficulties in accounting for the stem-shape and gender of neut. 
nom.-acc. x&oq (S 31.3.3). It follows that xáoa itself may not plausibly 
be taken to reflect either a proterokinetic neuter or a proterokinetic 
formation at all. And since the paradigm that has given rise to xáoa is 
unquestionably the one whose most original locative appears (reduced 


ker-h, ‘head-bone (substance) > kr-Eh, ‘skull’ > ‘head’ 109 


—§§ 26.7 ff., 28.4) in (em)xao/ Hitt. (kit)kar, and the one which served 
as the basis of compositional -x(a)pog/ OP -Óara- (S$ 25, 28.3), it may 
be concluded that this non-proterokinetic paradigm 1) existed in PIE 
(-xao = -kar <. -krh, < -kreh,; -x(a)pog = -Üara- < < -kr(h,)o- ) and 
2) meant ‘head’ already at that stage (Š 30.2). In short, a non-proteroki- 
netic kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ can be attributed to PIE with some confidence. 


32.2 Myc. kerä ‘horn (material? together with Hitt. kara-uar 
‘horn’, however, present an entirely different picture. It is practically 
beyond doubt that these forms jointly reflect a single paradigm. And if 
it may be supposed that kara-uar points to a pre-Hittite 4-stem kara 
($ 11.2), then that paradigm had root apophony. And if it had root apo- 
phony, it also had suffix apophony ($ 31.1). If, furthermore, both were 
"normal" #-stems ($$ 11.2, 14.1), it means that full grade -eh,- was gen- 
eralized as the suffixal vocalism in both languages- certainly on the 
model of the much more productive feminine -e-h, type. In the case of 
the Hittite form, it is of some interest to note that this would have to 
have occurred at a very early date, given the elimination of the -e-h, 
feminines themselves as a recognizable type in that language. 

For the gender of the k(e) r-(e)h,- that lies behind the two ‘horn’ 
forms, one would think of feminine first-both because Myc. kera is 
probably synchronically feminine, and because this would accord best 
with the re-interpretation of the -(e)/,-stem as a "normal" a-(-e-A,-) 
stem. As to the original inflection, it would be attractive to suppose that 
a suffixal full grade -a- (< -eh,-) was well enough represented that the 
paradigm as a whole was susceptible to re-interpretation as an -e-h, for- 
mation. This practically guarantees a feminine proterokinetic ker-h, /kr- 
éh,- ‘horn (material) as the inherited source of Myc. kera and Hitt. 
kara-uar. It has simply generalized the full grade suffix (or become an 
a-stem) and the root vocalism has been divergently levelled in Greek 
and Hittite. 


32.3 If, therefore, the k(e)r-(e)h,- reflexes are divided into two 
groups according to what they actually mean, this grouping receives 
automatic further support on other grounds as well. It emerges that 
those meaning ‘horn’ are also those for which a feminine ker-h, with 
ideal proterokinetic inflection is attractive, while neither inherited femi- 
nine gender nor simple -A, /-eh,- inflection is satisfactory for the group 
made up of the forms presupposing ‘head’. To this may be added that 
both the ‘horn’ reflexes have every chance of being a-stems of the banal 
sort, but the ‘head’ reflexes, and these only, alternate between k(r) r- 
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&h,- (Goo, Ind. *sra-ya-) and kr-h,- (-2(a)oog, OP -dara-; -«ao, Hitt. 
-kar), which excludes a synchronic analysis -e-h,, at least for the time at 
which they or their models were formed. In other words, if one and the 
same k(e)r-(e)h,-paradigm was the source of both the ‘horn’ forms 
and the ‘head’ forms, it must be a suspicious coincidence that none of 
the more specially conditioned and isolated kr-h,-alternants, produced 
by early processes, happens to have a meaning in the ‘horn’ area. And it 
would therefore seem worthwhile to consider the possibility that PIE 
had a feminine ker-h, / kr-éh, - ‘horn (material, which became an a- 
stem in two ee beside a kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ that was probably 
neither feminine nor inflected proterokinetically ($ 31). And, far from 
becoming an ordinary a-stem, this ‘head’ formation underwent a devel- 
opment (or series of developments) that eventually resulted in the 
unusual paradigm that is found in Greek xápa / xoaart-, with a partial 
parallel in Vedic (oblique sırsn-). 

The immediate question, in any case, is the ultimate relationship 
between ker-h, ‘horn (material) (Myc. kera, Hitt. karä-nar) and the kr- 
(e) - ‘head’ of xapu etc. In this connection, we may now present evi- 
dence that strongly suggests that the relationship between two items 
with these two meanings ought to be that of a substantive and its deriv- 
ative. The evidence comes from Iranian and Latin. 


33.1 The Iranian form in question is sara- ‘head’ which appears in 
Avestan both as a simplex? and in several compounds: sara-uuara- ‘hel- 
met’, paso-sdra- ‘with head forfeit’, jırö-sara- ‘lively-headed, shrewd’, 
and a-sara- ‘headless, without chief(s)’.4 Av. sara-uuara- also appears as 
Mid. Pers. sarvar. Some doubt, however, has been cast upon the etymo- 
logical correctness of the z of the form as transmitted. 

Kuiper (Acta Orientalia 17, 45-6), in connection with a discussion 
of Middle Persian-influenced writings in Avestan of 4 for etymological 
Iranian a, suggests that Avestan sara- could be an example of this phen- 
omenon. But Kuiper's only positive reason for suspecting that the word 
is etymologically *sara- is that it is unlikely that a “thematische Weiter- 
bildung" of the stem seen in Greek “dQ, as he interprets the formation, 


3 Even if only just barely: sarahe (Nir.42) is unclear, but the accusative saram (Yt. 5.77) 
seems secure enough, since even if the reading sarama (F1) is accepted (Bartholomae 
AirW, 1572), this can hardly be taken as anything but acc. saram with postposed a. 

4 The apparent athematic nom. plural asärö (V.1.19) is probably not genuine, since it 
directly follows a yo which itself ought to be plural. Perhaps the whole phrase yo asáro 
is incorrectly singular for plural. 
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would show a lengthened grade. This view of the derivation of sara-, 
however, is not attractive in the first place, and a more satisfactory one 
(which allows for a genuine long vowel) is possible ($$ 33.6 ff.). Fur- 
thermore, the Mid. P. word for ‘head’ is sar (< sarah-), not * sar, and it 
is difficult to explain why what must therefore be a mater lectionis 
(eventually resulting in sar-) should have been consistently inserted into 
the thematic simplex and four of its compounds, but not into the s-stem 
simplex sarah-. There are consequently no real grounds for altering the 
transmitted sara-, and it ought to be taken at face value? At the same 
time, it may be noted that this decision will have no major conse- 
quences (cf. $ 33.8). [*] 


33.2 Avestan sära-, in turn, will almost certainly reflect kerh,-o-. 
The other theoretical possibilities (kero-, köro-, körh,o-) cannot be 
given plausible derivational histories. In any case, sara- cannot be 
directly equated with OP compositional -Öara-, mentioned above 
(S 28.3). And nothing whatever can be learned from Armenian sar, -oy 
‘peak, high place" In theory, this form could be a genuine Armenian 
inheritance (< kyh,os) exactly parallel to Skt. sirah/ Av. sarah- or the 
Arm. reflex of a krh,o- (which is, however, otherwise unknown as a 
simplex). But it could be an Iranian loanword in the first place at least 
as well. If so, there is no telling whether it reflects the Iranian forma- 
tion seen in Av. sarah- or the one in sära-. 


33.3 There is, however, one probable correspondent of Av. sara- 
‘head’. It is preserved as the first member of a synchronically unanalyz- 
able Latin compound, although this is not the traditional analysis of the 
form. Latin cernuus is glossed:’ cernuus dicitur proprie inclinatus quasi 
quod terram cernit. `The etymology offered is fanciful, but it is clear at 
any rate (even without this gloss) that the word (Lucil. +) means ‘with 
the bead bent down/forward'. In view of this meaning, it has naturally 
been traditionally referred to the k(e)r-group in general, and specif- 
ically to the other formations belonging here that mean ‘head’.® But 


5 I would like to express thanks to J. Schindler for clarifying in conversation some of the 
problems involved in this point. 

6 Cf. Mayrhofer KEWAi, 3, 341 for further references. 

7 Nonius Marcellus (ed. Lindsay) 1, 30 (M 20). Nonius quotes Lucilius 129 and 703 (but 
cf. Marx ad locc), Varro de VPR (cernuare), and Vergil (Aen. 10.894 ... eiectoque 
incumbit cernuus armo — of a horse), on which Servius says cernuus equus dicitur qui cadit 
in faciem quasi in eam partem qua cernimus. 

8 Walde-Hofmann LEW 1, 206 for references to the older literature. Ernout-Meillet 
DELL, 116 suggest the traditional analysis noncommittally. 
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although this root etymology is inevitable, a satisfactory interpretation 
of the rest of the formation is lacking. It can be assumed at the outset 
that if cernuus has anything at all to do with Sirah etc., it must be a 
rather old form, since any ker- derivative meaning ‘head’ that was pres- 
ent in pre-Latin? was replaced by caput, which is itself inherited. _ 
The most wide-spread reconstruction of cernuus is kersnuuo-/kers- 
nouo-,'° which is phonologically possible, but is open to both morpho- 
logical and semantic objections no matter how it is segmented. A kersn- 
(o)uo- is plausible only if the kersn- is comparable to Skt. sirsn-, Gk. 
xoäv-(lov)/xüpnv-(a) etc, which strongly suggest (together with 
other forms) a PIE krh,sn-. Only kerh,sn-(o)uo- could therefore be 
considered an acceptable pre-form, but this would result in Latin *cer- 
anuus (by way of kerasn(o)uo-).! Furthermore, -(»)uo- forming 
denominative adjectives does not really exist," and as far as Latin is 


? And there was, of course, at least one to judge by the presence of cerebrum in Latin (cf. 
§ 70). 
10 Cf. note 8 just above. 
! Or kerasn- > keresn- > *cerenuos? We may also note that the root e-grade of this 
analysis is not quite trivial ($ 70.3). _ 
12 Or scarcely, at any rate. As parallels for a putative analysıs * kersn-uuo- / kersn-e /ouo-, it 
is of no help to think of 
1) the apparently primary color adjectives (L. flauos ‘blond’ : OHG blao ‘blue’ etc.). 
2) the apparently primary adjectives for ‘left’ (L. /aeuos : Gk. Aouóc, L. scaenos : Gk. 
oxauÓc) and others (e.g. L. prauos, saeuos; Ved. pitroa-, L. prinos). 
3) the verbal adjectives of the type g*ih,-no- ‘alive’ (L. uiuos : Ved. jivá- etc.). 
4) a certain number of formations that are segmentable (-(1)u-0- /-e/0u-0-) from the 
historical point of view. These are cases in which a u-stem has been further suffixed 
with -o-, and, more specifically, may be subdivided into cases 
a) in which the -o- apparently forms an endocentric derivative - ph, tr-óg- ‘pater- 
nal uncle’ (nätpwag) : ph,tr-ou-o- / ph,tr-uu-o- (L. patruos); tnh,u- ‘thin’ (Ved. 
tanú- etc.) : tph;u-o- (Gk. tava(F)dc) 
b) in which the -o- derivative is an exocentric one- Ved. páríu- ‘rib’ : parívá- 
‘side’ 
The few examples that remain of potential denominative adjectives in -4o- make it 
clear that as such the suffix was simply a possessive one-RV árna- ‘stream’ : arna-va- 
‘full of water’; RV anji- ‘unguent : AV anji-va- ‘annointed’ (RV anji-mant- ‘id.’); Gk. 
ópoc “height > mountain’ : RV rs-va- ‘high’ (?); Gk. 1éAogc ‘fulfillment’ : t£Agh-Fo- 
‘complete’ (Hom. t&Agıog, Cret. téAnoc). Cf. Brugmann Grdr? 2.1, 199ff.—esp. 204f., 
W-D 2.2, 866ff.-esp. 868, Chantraine Formation, 122ff., Peters Untersuchungen, 88 
(note 40). 
In short, a * kersn-Myo- / kersn-e/ ouo (even if the kersn- could be justified) might 
reasonably have meant ‘having a head’ (or even ‘found in, on the head’). How this 
could have come to mean ‘with the head inclined’ is unclear. 


kér-h, 'head-bone (substance) -> kr-Eh, ‘skull’ > ‘head’ 113 


concerned, there are no convincing examples of such a formation.” 
The same can be said of -o#o-. And even if the suffix were formally in 
order, it is impossible to see how a secondary adjectival suffix -(w) uo- 
or -ovo- could make a noun meaning ‘head’ (* kersn- ) into an adjective 
meaning ^with the head inclined'. Similar morphological objections can 
be made to a kers-nuuo- (or -nouo-), since the unextended s-stem seen 
in srah also had -h,- after the root, and this is almost certainly con- 
firmed for Latin itself by cerebrum ‘brain’ (< kerh,sro- : $ 70) and, ulti- 
mately, by crabro ‘hornet’ as well (§ 74). There is no evidence anywhere 
for a *ker-s- ‘head’. 

Nor is it possible to invoke Breton quernn ‘head’ as support for a 
* ker-n(o)- ‘head’ from which to derive cernuus. The semantic and for- 
mal difficulties presented by the pre-supposed -(#)#0-/-ouo- derivative 
would still remain, and comparison of the Br. form with W. cern ‘jaw 
bone, side of the head’ and Irish cern “angle, corner’ makes it clear that 
‘head’ is very much an extended meaning of quernn!^ that cannot be 
counted on for a hypothetical Latin correspondent. 


33.4 It now appears from Avestan sara-, however, that the familiar 


krh,(e)s- and krh,s(e)n- (in addition to kr(e)h,- ) are not the only 


13 See Leu?, 302f.-esp. 303 (§ 280.2.c). 

14 The Slavic correspondents make this still clearer—cf. e.g. Trautmann BS/W, 129. 

15 The suggestion (Thurneysen GGA 1907, 84) that cernuus is a technical term borrowed 
from Greek acrobatic terminology is to be rejected if only because the *xepveög that it 
supposedly continues is unattested (so Walde-Hofmann 1, 206). 

The frequently repeated etymology of xpavi&aı (£mi epav Anoppiyaı 
—Hsch.) and xegavigar (RoAvußfjoaı, xopictijoat- Hsch.) starts with xpavikaı, 
makes it a denominative (*xgav-iGw) to xpav-(iov) etc. ‘head’, and explains xegaviEar 
as a by-form of the same verb that has been remade on the model of xégac ‘horn’ 
(Frisk GEW 1, 824; Chantraine DELG, 516). But if the verb meant ‘plunge headlong, 
tumble headfirst, throw oneself on one's head’, why should a «pavíGo, whose first syl- 
lable synchronically suggested xgaviov etc. perfectly satisfactorily, be remodelled to 
resemble xéga ‘horn’? Surely it is preferable to suppose the reverse~namely that the 
original form of the verb was xegaviC and that this was redone as xoaviCw precisely 
because of xpaviov etc. 

As to the analysis of xegaviCe itself, the meaning ‘plunge, tumble’ is reminiscent 
of nothing so much as Olr. (do) -cer ‘he fell’. And although the details of the develop- 
ment are not precisely recoverable, one might conjecture that the old root aorist 
kerh,-t ‘fell’, continued by the Irish form, served at some point as the basis for a new 
present of one of the nasal types in Gk. (e.g. xega- : xega-ve/o-; cf. Ved. aor. pã- : 
Aeol. nw-ve/o- ‘drink’). For the remodelling of the hypothetical resulting *xeoaven 
‘fall’ to xepuvilo cf. &A&yo : &AeyiGo, yéuo : yeuito, Ein : £0(Go etc. (Schwyzer GG 
1, 736). The remodelling of xepav- to xoav- (because of «pavíov etc.) could have 
occurred either at the *«£pávo or at the xepavíGo stage. 
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possible stem forms of words for ‘head’. And taking a kerh, 0- into con- 
sideration immediately suggests for cernuus the possibility of a com- 
pound kérh,o-noyo- ‘with the head inclined’, having a first member 
identical to sära- and a deverbative second member derived from L. 
(ad)-nuo ‘nod (assent) (cf. ved ‘incline, bend forward, nod’). 
Morphologically, this would be an old example of a compound type 
that is in any case relatively well-represented in Latin!$ (e.g. Plaut. 
damni-ficus ‘pernicious’, nugi-uendus ‘seller of baubles’), and includes 
other examples which at least point to an archaic starting point: foedi- 
fragus ‘perfidious’ (Laev. ap. Gel.), opi-tulus ‘bearing aid’ (P. F.) with the 
denominative opitulari (Plaut. +) etc. 

This kerh,o- nouo- ‘inclining the head’ would develop to keronouo- 
in the first instance, and syncope of the short vowel in the open second 
syllable would then be highly probable at some point during its devel- 
opment within the history of Latin. A short vowel in a medial open syl- 
lable between a liquid and a nasal seems to have been especially liable 
to be lost: culmus ‘stalk’ (< kolamo- cf. xañáun id"), armus ‘arm’ (< 
aramo- cf. Ved. irmá-/ Av. arama- ‘arm’), palma ‘palm’ (cf. naAaun), 
ulna ‘elbow, arm’ (cf. @A&vn), uolnus ‘wound’ (which must have lost a 
vowel between the / and the n since original -/n- > L. -/[- : tollo etc.). 
As more specific parallels for this syncope, one might also note some 
other cases of originally quadrisyllabic compounds with a long first syl- 
lable, a short (open) second syllable and then the boundary: sinciput 
‘bisected smoked boar's head’ < semi-caput, anculus ‘servant < ambi- 
quolos (= AupinoAog), and some others. With identical syllabic struc- 
ture, but a differently placed boundary, there is prandium ‘lunch’ < 
pram-édiiom. It is impossible to tell whether cernuus (which has no 
Romance reflexes) had e or e, but a shortening of cern- to cern- (a kind 
of secondary Osthoff's Law treatment) is perfectly possible to judge, 
e.g., by ündecim ‘eleven’ < ündec- < oinodec-. This is perhaps also the 
explanation of ulna vs. @A£vn. A lengthened grade will be preferred, in 
any case, because of Avestan sara," whose lengthened grade may be 
altered only arbitrarily. 


16 [ eu?, 394 f, 
17 The Latin form argues further against köro-/körh,o- for Av. sära- ($ 32.3). A Latin 
“compositional linking vowel" (Leu? 389.) and thus a first member ker(h,)- -o- vel sim. 
(implying kerh,- ‘head’), or a first member kerh,- (> L. cerá-) in the first place (cf. the 
phonological possibility of a kerh, i in Hitt. kit-kar $ 28.5) will not turn out to be attrac- 
tive because of the probable original structure of the paradigm of kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ 
(SS 35 ff.). Likewise, a compositional ker(h,) o- : simplex kerh,(e) s- (or whatever might 
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33.5 To summarize, it appears that Av. sära- points to an o-stem 
formation for ‘head’. If Latin cer(nuus) is to have a direct comparan- 
dum, it would have to be this. The only established formation to which 
the -o- could have been suffixed is an -(e)h,-stem: kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ or 
ker-h, ‘horn (materialy. 

If kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ were the derivational base, the derivative Ber- 
h,-o- would be completely functionless semantically. The -o-stem 
would not really be a derivative at all, but a mechanical thematicization. 
This 1s not itself unlikely, especially since something as rare as a singu- 
lar neuter -(e)h,-stem might well be considered a candidate for re- 
arrangement. But this view of kerh,o- encounters the objection already 
made, in effect, by Kuiper ($ 33.1). The &-grade root, which there is no 
positive reason to doubt, speak; against it, and in fact, it is doubtful 
that even an e-grade could be justified in this case, since even this 
would be a functionless vrddhi ($ 35). 

On the other hand, kērh, o- may easily be analyzed as a true deriva- 
tive with a real function if it is taken to be a derivative of ker-h,, the for- 
mation directly continued by Greek kerd ‘horn (materialy and the deri- 
vational base of kerajo- ‘made of horn’. That this was the stem of a sub- 
stantive that named a material is put fairly well beyond doubt by the 
Mycenaean evidence ($$ 12.2ff.). It need only be suggested that the 
precise meaning of this noun in PIE was something like ‘the hard, bony 
material of (= in, on etc.) the head of humans and most animals’ (cf. 


further $ 33.9). [*] 


33.6 Atany rate, a ker-h, ‘head-bone (material)! would allow for a 
thematic derivative with precisely the right meaning: 


ker-h, ‘head-bone (material > adj. ker-h,-6- ‘made of this mate- 
rial’ > subst. &er-h,-o- ‘object made of head-bone (mat.), skull’ [*] 


The further semantic generalization of ‘skull’ to ‘head’ is parallelled 
many times in the IE languages.!5 In addition, the formation of what is 
functionally a material adjective by suffixation of the thematic vowel 
and vrddhi of the root is exactly comparable to a case like: 


h,éi-(o0)s ‘metal (material) (Ved. £yah, L. aes etc.) > h,éi-es-6- 
‘made of metal’ (RV ayasa-). 


be the precise eventual basis of vulnus : vulnificus, foedus : foedifragus) will be disfa- 
vored by the complete lack of evidence for (and the improbability of) a kerh,(e)s- that 
means ‘head’ rather than ‘horn’ ($$ 40ff., 54 ff., with systematic reasons for the observ- 
able fact that no athematic stem meaning ‘head’ has a full-grade root at all). 

18 See, e.g., Buck Synonyms, 212 (4.20). 
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The substantivization of such an adjective ıs a trivial assumption. It 
may also be noted that this type of material adjective with vrddhi of the 
root and suffixal -o- is not to be distinguished in any important way 
from other denominative adjectives with these morphological features, 
but with the function of describing one thing as “belonging to’ some- 
thing else.!? E.g. (dieu-)/ diy- ‘heavens’ > deiy-o- ‘belonging to/in the 
heavens’ > ‘god’ etc. In this way ker-h, 'head-bone (mat. : ker-h,-o- 
(made) of head-bone' (> ‘skull’) is comparable to, but no doubt older 
than, Gk. kera@ ‘head-bone (mat. > ‘horn (mat. : kerajo- ‘(made) of 
horn’, where the derived ‘material’ adjective has a suffix (-170-) that is 
generally found with the function of forming adjectives that also 
describe something/someone as ‘belonging to’ something/someone else 


(S 13.2). 


33.7 Before leaving the question of the analysis of kerh,-o- ‘head’, 
a possible further refinement may be suggested. Starting with a “geni- 
tival” adjective kérh,-o- ‘of head-bone’ that functions as a material 
adjective ‘(made) of head-bone’ and is eventually substantivized to 
‘skull’ is perfectly satisfactory. But a slightly different account of the 
details of the semantics is suggested by RV parsu-/ Av. parasu- ‘rib’: RV 
párío-á- (n) ‘side, the ribs (collective)’. In this case, an I-Ir. parsu- ‘rib’ is 
the basis of a “genitival” parsv-a- ‘of the rib(s)’, and this has been sub- 
stantivized (in the neuter) to something like ‘(consisting) of the ribs’, 
synchronically interpretable as ‘side’ or ‘the ribs (collective)’. Given the 
semantic area in | question here, this makes it tempting to start in parallel 
fashion with a kerh, -ó- ‘of head-bone (material)’ with substantivization 
to '(consisting) of bead! bone’, whence ‘the head-bone (materialy in a 
collective sense, ‘skull, head’. ii that case, ker-h, ‘head-bone’ would be 
to kérh,-o- ‘the head-bone (collective)! as páríu- ‘rib’ is to pärsv-a- 
‘side’. 


33.8 Finally, if one should insist for any reason on taking Av. 
sära- as a writing of etymological *sara- (Š 33.1), this would point, 
when taken together with cer(nuus), to a kerh,-o-, which could then 
also be seen, in turn, in OP fra-Öara-, though this has no advantage over 
the analysis presented earlier ($ 28.3). However this may be, a kerh,o- 
(should good reasons for it emerge) may also be viewed as a derivative 
of ker-h, ‘head-bone (material). In this case, ker-h, : kerh, -o- ‘skull’ will 
be iela to RV pivas- ‘fat’ : pivas-á- ‘fatty’ or uet-(e)s- ‘year’ (Fétoc 


19 W-D 2.2, 103 ff.—esp. 104f., 129f. for Vedic examples. 
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etc.) : yets-ó- ‘having (one) year (of life)’, ‘yearling’ (RV vatsa- ‘calf’). 
These denominative adjectives in -o- without vrddhi describe a thing as 
being ‘provided with’ something or ‘having? it.” It is not difficult to 
imagine a denominative kerh,-o- ‘having, containing the head-bone 
(material) substantivized to ‘skull’. This leaves the major point of the 
present portion of the discussion unchanged. We still have a word for 
‘head’ (kerh,o-) that is very probably a derivative of the word for ‘head- 
bone/horn (material that should be recognized in any case (Myc. 
kera). But without some decisive evidence against taking the leng- 
thened grade of sara- seriously, the analysis above ($ 33.6/7) and the 
reconstruction kerh,o- ‘head’ will remain the first choice. 

In either case, a körh,-o- ‘skull, head’ will itself have to be attri- 
buted to PIE if it is to be found both in Av. sara- and L. cer(nuus). And 
since PIE kerh,-o- is plausibly analyzed as a derivative of ker-h, one 
would suppose that a ker-h, /kr-Eh,- was itself already present in the 
protolanguage-and in the meaning ‘head-bone (materialy. 


33.9 There is a general advantage in seeing kéth,-o- ‘head’ as a 
derivative of ker-h, ‘head-bone (material. With this hypothesis, it is 
possible to unite all of the formations that have so far been explicitly 
analyzed under one basic semantic heading (cf. $ 29.2): 








‘head-bone(s): ‘head-bone: | ‘head-bone: | (made) of head-bone’ / ‘the 
object(s) (IIb n. 136) | object’ material’ head-bone (coll > ‘skull’ 
kor-u- / ker-u- k(e) r-n(o)- ker-h, — —  k&rh, -0- ($ 33.6/7) 


This amounts to supposing that PIE simply distinguished between 
‘bone’ in general (h,e/ost-) and ‘head-bone’ more specifically (ker- plus 
-u-, -n(o)- or -A,-), and that it further distinguished between object 
(koru/k(e)rn(o)-) and material (kerh,) i in the case of ‘head-bone’. The 
word for ‘head’ included in the scheme above thus has this meaning 
only by virtue of being a derivative of one of the three more basic for- 
mations. 


34.1 To summarize, there are serious difficulties-both semantic 
(S$ 30.2 ff.) and formal ($$ 31 f£.) —in tracing all the &(e) r-(e) 5, -reflexes 
to a single PIE paradigm. On the positive side, however, it appears that 
some A,-stem had the meaning ‘head’ (§ 30.2) and some A,-stem had 
the meaning ‘horn/head-bone (material)’ (§ 33.8) already in the proto- 
language. It also seems that the second of these (ker-h, ‘bony substance 


2 W-D 2.2, 136f. for Vedic examples. 
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of the head’) has served as the derivational basıs of an inherited word 
(kerh,-o-) for ‘head? (§ 33). It therefore seems attractive to proceed on 
the assumption that ker-h, ‘head-bone (materialy and kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ 
were two independent items already in PIE. As to their relationship, a 
possible answer lies in the derivation ker-h, ‘head-bone (material > 
körh, -0- ‘head’. For this guarantees that one liton that could be con- 
sidered plausible is that kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ is a derivative of kér-h,, the 
word for the substance. At least in this primary layer of formations, 
there is reason to believe that derivation in the direction ‘head-bone 
(material) — ‘skull, head’ is a definite possibility. 


34.2 If kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ is a derivative of the A,-stem that denoted 
the material ‘head-bone’, it is a derivative without suffixation. We may 
look into this first, and then turn to the question of the gender distinc- 
tion between the feminine-looking reflexes of ker-h, ($ 32.2) and the 
neuter Gk. xáoa (§ 35). 

A derivative formed without the addition of a suffix is, practically 
by definition, an example of a phenomenon that has been recognized 
since Johannes Schmidt?! showed that PIE neuter consonant stems 
could make collectives without the addition of overt derivational 
morphemes. Singular (or singulative) neuters in -n, -s and -r, for exam- 
ple, had collectives in -en/-ón, -es/-0s, -er/-or. Instead of derivational 
suffixes, those collectives were marked by changes in their inflectional 
apophony.?? 

This process shows up in two ways that are most directly relevant 
to the present problem. In both cases, a simplex neuter substantive with 
a given R(oot) + S(uffix) structure is opposed to a second simplex 
neuter substantive that has the same R and S, but a different function 
and/or different apophonic characteristics: 


1) neut. sg. vs. n-a neut. pl. In this case the original collective is 
found functioning synchronically as the case form of the n-a pl. 
Belonging here are oppositions within a paradigm like Av. sg. 
mano 'mind etc) (« menos) : pl. mana («. menós)? for s- 
stems. Comparable are certain r/n stem paradigms” such as 


2! The description that follows is essentially a summary of the views of Schmidt Neutra, 
88-226 and passim supplemented by some points made by Schindler, BSL 70, 3ff. In 
what follows, only some of the points are specifically footnoted. 

? A clear summary at Schmidt Neutra, 92. 

Parallels elsewhere for these s-stem collective formations are suggested by Schmidt 

Neutra, 136 and 149. 

24 Schindler, BSL 70, 3ff. 
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Hittite sg. yatar (< uod-r) ‘water’ : pl. úidār (< ued-or) and 
YAv. sg. atiara ‘day’ (-r) : GAv. pl. aiiard (-0r). Other examples 
could be added. 

2) neut. sg. vs. a second neut. sg. Cases of this sort are Latin semen 
‘seed’ (-mn) : OCS semg, OPr. semen (-men), Gk. 1éxpaQ ‘mark’ 
(-mr) : tenuwe (-mör), Hitt. uatar (-r) : Gk. 06600 (-ör). In 
addition, a collective with a nom.-acc. -zer (beside well-repre- 
sented singular/singulative -ur/-uen-?°) could account for Hit- 
tite hasduer ‘brushwood’.?* Similar collectives may be repre- 
sented by the Hittite neuters sel ‘thread’ (-vél) and utné/utni- 
ias land’ (-néi/ -nii-os) ?6 


34.3 The source both of the neuter plurals (no.1 just above) and 
of the neuter singulars (no.2) is a collective originally inflected as a sin- 
gular with its own paradigm, and independent of the paradigm of the 
non-collective. In other words, the collective was in the first instance a 
derivative without suffix. In some cases, the n-a sg. of the collective has 
been installed in the paradigm of the non-collective and is used there as 
an actual n-a plural (thus the first group above). Where a separate col- 
lective paradigm has been retained beside the non-collective within a 
single language, it merely constitutes an alternate inflection, or has the 
status of a separate lexical item with no great difference in function 
(e.g. TEXUAO : TEXLWE). Most often, however, only one member of an 
original pair (collective : non-collective) has been retained in a given 
language. For example, Hittite has only the non-collective sakkar 
‘excrement’ (< sok-r) while Greek has only what was originally the col- 
lective (ox@o < s(e)k-ör). 7 


34.4 A further point that has been made along these lines?! is that 
there is complete formal parallelism between the -€C/-6C suffixal allo- 
morphs of these n-a neuter collectives and that of animate nom. singu- 
lars that stand beside neuters and share the same R + S structure. 
Neuter sg. -mr : collective -mör (1£xuaQ : TEXL@P), for instance, or 
neuter sg. -mn collective -men (semen : seme) etc. are not distinct in a 
purely formal way from pairs of the following types: 


1) neut. kreuh,-s (nop&ac, RV kravih) ‘(piece of) raw, bloody flesh’ 
: masc. kruh,-ös (L. cruor) ‘gore’. 


25 Schindler, BSL 70, 9f. 

26 Schindler, BSL 70, 9. 

27 Schindler, BSL 70, 5. 

28 Schmidt Neutra, 90ff., 135 ff. etc. Summary 225-6. 
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2) neut. Zer-mn (xéppa etc.) ‘boundary’ : masc. ter-món (xépuov) 
RV neut. syäma (-mn) ‘binding’ : Gk. masc. bufiv (-men) ‘sinew, 
membrane'. 


3) neut. s(e)A,-ul ‘sun’ (RV svar, GAv. huuara) : masc. s(e)h,-uöl 
(L. sol). 


But the parallelism of téxpao : TEXL@eE etc. to téga : TEELOV etc. 
suggests that neuter collectives with nom.-acc. -0C were inflected with 
a paradigm of the same structure as that of animate singulars that show 
nom. sg. -0C. Hypothetically, a neuter collective in -ós, for example 
(Av. mand as above), would have had the same accentual and apo- 
phonic structure as an animate formation with nom. -os (L. cruor etc.). 
This means, in this case, an amphikinetic paradigm (type h,eus-0s-/h,us- 

- ‘dawn’).2? By the same token, neuter -mn (semen) : neuter -mën 
(séme) beside neuter -mn (syüma) : animate -mēn (ÖuNv) indicates that 
the suffixal allomorph in -eC is appropriate both to nom.-acc. neuter 
collectives and to animate nominatives. And this in turn suggests hys- 
terokinetic inflection for both (type xa-tfjo /na-TEp-a na-to-dc, RV 
vrsa/ vfs-an-am / vfs-n-ah, perhaps comparable to Hitt. neut. utne/ utni- 
Jas < -néi /-nii-os as above). 


34.5 More specifically, we may note here an observation of J. 
Schindler's?? that the non-collective neuters that have hysterokinetic 
collectives and animate counterparts (with various functions) are them- 
selves regularly proterokinetic: 


proterokinetic neuter hysterokinetic 
non-collective a. animate 
< 4 4 e ^ £ 
syüma (-mn / -mén-) DUT (-men) 
b. neuter collective 
semen (-mn) séme (-mén) 
(Zur / -uén-) hasduer (-uer) 


35.1 When the problem of the relationship between the two 
h,-stems on ker- was left ($ 34.1), the suggestion had just been made 
that if kérh,-o- ‘head’ (Av. sära-, L. cer-nuus) is a derivative of ker-h, 
‘head-bone (substance)’, then perhaps kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ could be taken 
to be derived from ker-h, as well. If, however, neuter kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ is 


2 Cf. Eichner, MSS 31, 91; Schindler, Flex. und Wortbildung, 262£. BSL 70, 5; Die 
Sprache 13, 200f. 
3° Made in a talk at the Yale Linguistic Club. 
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also a derivative of ker-h, ‘head-bone (substance), it is a suffixless neu- 
ter derivative of the type surveyed in the meantime (S$ 34.2 ff.), and is 
therefore a collective. And a collective as the origin of kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ 
is just what would be most satisfactory, since kerh,-o- ‘head’ can plausi- 
bly be interpreted as a collective itself ($ 33.7). It would therefore be 
possible simply to see körh,- 0- ‘head’ as one type of collective derivative 
and kr-(e)h,- ‘head’ as another. 

At this stage it is important to recall the point, already mentioned, 
that was made by Forssman in connection with xdoa (Š 26.4f.). 
Namely, it is likely that this word (as a simplex-$$ 26.8f., 26.11) 
showed, from very early on, a heteroclitic paradigm in which all the 
cases other than the nom.-acc. sg. itself were formed on a stem reflect- 
ing krh,sn-. Whether one equates xpüart- directly with Ved. sirsn- and 
assumes an inherited “secondary” heteroclite, or takes it as an early 
(§ 26.5) innovation that is merely parallelled in Vedic, there are more 
complications than usual in invoking post-PIE levelling of the ordinary 
kind within a hypothetical paradigm made entirely on the stem of 4ápo. 
itself (i.e. kr-(e)h,- ). One may doubt that such a paradigm lasted long 
enough. 


35.2 This point, however, has a corollary which could prove use- 
ful. If post-PIE levelling in the paradigm ancestral to Greek xáoà 
/ xgü(h)at- cannot easily be assumed, we may have considerably more 
faith than would otherwise be possible in the antiquity of the stem 
shape of the nom.-acc. as Greek presents it-namely with zero-grade 
root (kr-) and full- or lengthened-grade suffix (-éh,).>! 

Of the two possibilities (-Eh, and -eh,) for the reconstruction of the 
suffix in this nom.-acc., it is lengthened-grade -eh, that is the better 
choice, since this vocalism is well established in the nom.-acc. of PIE 
neuter consonant stems while simple e-grade is not. [*] And it is virtu- 
ally certain that the formation reflected by x&pa was always neuter: the 
"secondary" heteroclitic type of inflection seen in the Greek (and 
Vedic) paradigm is well-parallelled only among neuters (cf. $ 54.2), and 
it is practically impossible to maintain the view that a feminine (or mas- 
culine) -stem switched to neuter in Greek ($$ 9.7.2.2 b, 31.3.3). 

This combination of zero-grade root and lengthened-grade suffix 
in a nom.-acc. that seems unlikely to be the result of inner-paradig- 
matic analogies or regularizations points directly to the reconstruction 


31 A zero-grade kr-h, for «&oa is already excluded on phonological grounds. 
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of a hysterokinetic nom.-acc. neuter &r-éh, as the pre-form of xága.?? 
As a simplex, however, this formation has generalized the syllabic alter- 
nant (by Lindeman's Law) krr-Eh, in Greek. 


35.3 Hittite (kit)kar ‘to/at the head’, for its part, presents a -kar 
which, as suggested above ($ 28.5.3), ought not to be dissociated from 
Greek (€mt)xaQ. And the two can be accounted for simultaneously only 
by way of an (eventually reduced) endingless locative kr-eh,: the 
improbability of a zero grade suffix in such a locative excludes both 
ker-h, and kr-h, as the most original form ($$ 26.6.4, 26.8.4), and a loca- 
tive kr-@h, encounters phonological obstacles. A paradigm that was hys- 
N in the very first instance (kr-Eh, /kr-h,*) theoretically would 
have had the one locative structure (kr-eh,) that’ is both morphologi- 
cally in order and phonologically unobjectionable. A hysterokinetic kr- 
Eh, ‘head’ can therefore be squared both with xéga and with Hitt. 
karl Gk. -xag. We may postpone for the moment (cf. § 38) the align- 
ment of a kr-Eh, with the more marginal pieces of evidence for kr-(e)h,- 


‘head’. 


36.1 At this point, four different factors, each of which has 
emerged separately in the course of the discussion, all automatically fall 
into a coherent picture. On the one hand, the &(e) r-(e)h,- reflexes in 
the semantic ‘horn’ area (Myc. kera/kerajo-, Hitt. kard-yar) are most 
easily seen as continuing a proterokinetic ker-h, (cf. esp. $ 32. 2). On the 
other hand, the kr-(e)h,- that may be set up to unite the k(r)reh,-/ 
krh,- forms that mean ‘head? is best taken as a second paradigm alto- 
Bether.- a hysterokinetic neuter kr-éh, (S 35). In addition, it is attractive 


32 Eichner (MSS 31, 72) argues that the PIE sequences #,ë and eh, are reflected by Hit- 
tite fe and eh respectively. If so, one would conclude that long e was not colored by an 
adjacent A, during the history of PIE itself: But nothing seems to stand in the way of 
supposing that in some other branch(es) of the family the coloring in question did take 
place before the laryngeal was lost. In particular, I know of no conclusive evidence 
against a development: PIE Eh, > proto-Gk. ah, > a. 

An amphikinetic k(r)r-öh, as the source of xápa, xon- etc. would involve un- 
necessary phonological complications and analogies, and would also require specific 
reasons for thinking that a nom.-acc. with the structure zero root plus ö suffix (e.g. 
0000) does not always simply owe its root vocalism to the oblique stem by levelling 
—such levelling is more than usually difficult to invoke in this case. But in the last ana- 
lysis, it does not make a great deal of difference. If an amphikinetic reconstruction is 
insisted upon for any reason, it would only mean a pair ker-h, : k(r) r-0h, comparable 
to h,erh,-uy/-uen- : h,erh,-uon (Olr. arbor/arbae ‘grain’ : Arm. harawoswn (^) ‘arable 
land’) rather than to -mn : -mēn or -ur/-uen- : -uer (S 34.2), as will be suggested just 
below ($ 36). 
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to see this second item (kr-ch, ‘head’) specifically as a (suffixless) collec- 
tive derivative of the first (ker-h, '"head-bone (substance), since this is 
strongly suggested by the parallel ker-h, (Myc. kera) > kerh,-o- ‘head’ 
(L. cer(nuus) / Av. sara- SS 33.7). But it has also been noted (Š 34.5) that 
a proterokinetic substantive that makes a hysterokinetic collective is 
precisely a pairing that can be parallelled. And in fact, a hysterokinetic 
collective would seem never to be the collective of anything other than 
a proterokinetic non-collective. These four conclusions, each of which 
can be reached without reference to the others, thus tend to support 
one another in the internally consistent view they provide when com- 


bined. 


36.2 Furthermore, the assumption of a derivational process ker-h, 
*head-bone (material) > kr-éh, ‘the head-bone (collective)! is not only 
consistent with what can be independently concluded from the relevant 
material along formal lines, but also finds a series of rather precise 
semantic parallels. With a fair degree of regularity, PIE seems to have 
derived a suffixless neuter collective from a non-collective that denotes 
a substance (or is at least a mass noun), and is itself therefore already 
"collective" in a sense.? Among natural, organic substances, one thinks 
of h,ésh,-r ‘blood’ (Hitt. e-es-har/Gk. jap Hsch.) : collective À, ésh,-or 
(Toch. A ysar/ B yasar), or sök-y ‘excrement’ (Hitt. sakkar) : collective 
s(e)é-ór (Gk. 0x0). More generally, there is the substance zód-r 
‘water’, of course, (Hitt. sa-a-tar) : collective uédor (Gk. 06090), and the 
mass noun seh,-mn ‘seed’ (L. semen) : collective s(e)h,-mén (OCS se- 
me).* Against the background of pairs of this sort, it is not very re- 


3 Cf, $ 34.2. The point to be emphasized at the moment, however, is that substantives 
that denote something that is already non-countable seem to have been particularly 
liable to form suffixless collective derivatives. 

34 The -men of OCS séme is not itself very probative in this regard, of course, since neu- 
ter men-stems in Slavic have given up proterokinetic non-collective inflection (nom.- 
acc. -mn) in favor of hysterokinetic inflection (countable or not) of the men-stem in 
question. What is to be retained here is only the probability (furnished by parallels in 
the comparative evidence) that the original distinction between the inflection with 
nom.-acc. -mn and inflection with nom.-acc. -men was one of non-collective (or not 
specifically collective) and collective. Further, one might wonder whether the co-exist- 
ence of a non-countable -mn and a (practically synonymous) -men in a certain number 
of instances might not have played some part in favoring the general replacement of 
the -mn type by the -men type in Slavic. 

If Hitt. hastai ‘bone’ reflects A, estdj, and if this was originally formed as an amphi- 
kinetic collective to an i-stem of another type (acrostatic or proterokinetic) that itself 
could mean ‘bone (material)! (whether or not it could also name the object), then has- 
tai would also belong here. 
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markable that a proterokinetic ker-h,, if it meant ‘bony substance of the 
head’, should have made a suffixless neuter collective fr-éh, (hystero- 
kinetic). The only additional assumption required i is that TR collective 
then became a word for 'skull, head’. But this is itself supported by the 
interpretation of kerh,- -o- ‘head’ as another type of collective derived 
from the very same ker-h, ($ 33.7). 


37.1 There is, however, one apparent difficulty in the reconstruc- 
tion of the items (and process) ker-h, *head-bone (substance)’ ^ kr-éh, 
‘the head-bone (collective) > ‘skull, head’. Namely, the non- collectives 
from which these neuter collectives in -eC/-0C are derived are always 
themselves neuter (neut. yödr > neut. wédór etc.). But the protero- 
kinetic ker-h, that appears to underlie Mye. kera and Hitt. kara-uar 
seems to have become a "normal" a-stem in both languages, and is 
therefore all but certain to have been feminine ($$ 11.2, 14.1). 

On the one hand, it could theoretically be supposed that PIE once 
made suffixless neuter collective derivatives to non-neuter non-collec- 
tives. But this would force one to assume in addition not only that this 
procedure was given up at some point, but also that the neuter collec- 
tives that had already been produced from non-neuter derivational 
bases were all eliminated — precisely because their derivational bases 
were not neuter. This does not seem very plausible. [*] 


37.2 Alternatively, one could explore the possibility that protero- 
kinetic ker-h, ‘head-bone (substance)! was neuter at the time when its 
collective derivative kr-éh, was formed to it. This would simply mean 
that ker-h, subsequently became feminine, while kr-éh, did not. The re- 
tention of neuter gender only by &réh, is not itself particularly proble- 


The Latin neuter ador ‘spelt’ (cf. Watkins, HSCP 77, 187 ff.; 79, 181 ff.) vacillates 
between ador- and ador- as the oblique stem. Since a change from -ör- to -ór- in a neu- 
ter oblique is immediately understandable (by invoking the model of corpór-, tempör- 
etc.), while the reverse (-ór- replaced by -ör-) would be inexplicable, the oblique was 
probably ador- originally, and this points to a Latin paradigm adoór/ador-is etc. Before 
rhotacism, the nominative was therefore either ados or ador, both with a structure 
pointing to a neuter collective. Of the two possibilities, ador is the better choice since it 
can be interpreted as the nom.-acc. of an amphikinetic r/n-stem (— Latin r-stem) and 
thus parallelled by Gk. ox&o, 06€0 etc. There seem to be no parallels anywhere for a 
neuter amphikinetic s-stem (nom.-acc. -0$) that inflects as a singular. In any case, a 
neuter h,ed-ör ‘spelt (< *'dry stuff -Watkins opp. citt.) would also figure as an exam- 
ple of a collective made to a substantive that must have been semantically non-coun- 
table even as a non-collective, although the non-collective is not securely attested any- 
where. 
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matical, since it may always be assumed to have acquired both the spe- 
cialized meaning ‘skull, head’ ($ 36.2) and an irregular paradigm (char- 
acteristic of neuter body-part terms- cf. IIIc) by the time its deriva- 
tional basis ker-h, (from which it had thus been dissociated) changed 
from neuter to feminine. 

What remains, then, is only the question of whether there is posi- 
tive support for the view that a neuter A,-stem, inflected as a singular 
(namely ker-h,/ obl. kr-éh,-) became a feminine A,-stem already in the 
protolanguage. When put in these terms, the question gets a clear orien- 
tation, and the formation under discussion gets an entire series of po- 
tential parallels. For we are now in the area of feminine gender for sub- 
stantives with the suffix -A,- vs. neuter gender for the nom.-acc. plural 
ending -A,, items which, according to the communis opinio, are ulti- 
mately identical or at least intimately related. 


37.3 In its broad outlines, the traditional view on this question 
goes back to the analysis proposed by Johannes Schmidt.” Schmidt 
argued that there is ultimately no essential difference between forms 
like the AV n-a pl. varsé(ni) ‘the rains’ (sg. RV varsam “rain” and the 
AV fem. nom. sg. varsá ‘rainy season’ (cf. Gk. &&o0n / àépon/ àepoa 
‘dew’). In his view, the earliest state of affairs was one in which the suf- 
fix -(e)h,-?° added to substantival stems, simply produced feminine col- 
lective derivatives, inflected as singulars, that were h,-stems throughout 
their paradigms. In the case of varsam etc., there would be, at the earl- 
lest stage, only a non-collective (or not specifically collective) neuter 
h,uerso- beside a feminine collective h,uerse-h,. 

For Schmidt, the derived collective is continued basically 
unchanged by substantives with feminine gender, collective function, 
singular inflection, and suffixal -A,- throughout the paradigm (type 
h,uerse-h, / h,uerse-h,-es etc. f. > &epoa/ varsa). But this same derived 
collective, he continues, was pragmatically equivalent to a true plural in 
many cases (typologically, he compares, e.g., the use of the abstract 
iuuen-tas / -tus in the sense of iuuenes in Latin”). In addition, the -A,- 


35 Schmidt Neutra, 21 ff., 42 ff., 54 ff. 

36 Schmidt’s reconstructions (both of this suffix and of other items) have been “updated” 
in this summary. 

37 Schmidt Neutra, 12 ff. One misses in Schmidt’s presentation some explicit discussion of 
how and why an adjectival abstract comes to be used as a collective for the group to 
whose members the adjective can be applied (or for the group that can be denoted by 
the substantivized plural of that adjective) -e.g. Latin paupertas — pauperes, iuuentus 
= iuuenes. 
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collective feminine was most often derived, according to Schmidt, from 
non-collectives that were themselves neuter? and neuters had no real 
plural in the first instance. As a result, the feminine derivative came to 
be used (still with its formally singular paradigm -A, /-h,-es etc.) as a 
substitute for a true plural of the neuter from which it had been 
derived — thus sg. iugom / 1ugosio etc. ‘yoke’ : “pl.” iuge-h, /inge-h,-es etc. 
‘(collection of) yokes'. Since oblique neuter case forms were identical to 
those of masculines of the same stem formation in the singular and 
dual, however, the next step in the development was the analogical 
replacement of oblique "plural" iuge-h,-es etc. by iugom etc. (i.e. m. sg. 
ekuosio etc. : neut. sg. iugosio etc. = m. pl. eknöm etc. : neut. pl. X = 
iugom etc.). The contrast between m. sg. -os and neut. sg. -om in the 
nominative, however, allowed for a contrast in the nominative plurals, 
and -e-h, in the neuter was thus retained.?? In short, iuge-h, /iuge-h,-es 
etc. (fem.) was transformed to iuge-h, / iugom as the plural correspond- 
ing to jugom, and it was only at this point and in this function, that 
inge-h, became neuter.*° As a result, it also became the accusative. The 
original (collective) singular status of the neuter nominative plural, 
however, continues to be reflected in its use with a singular verb in 
Greek (ta C@G TOéxEL), Vedic, and Avestan.*! In short, the PIE nom.- 
acc. neuter plurals with the ending -A, (for Schmidt, only -e-A,, -i-h,, -u- 
h,; not -C-h,) are, as a type, re-analyzed feminine singular collective 
derivatives with the suffix -A,-, and this is why the same formations (-e- 
h,, -i-h,, -u-h,) that function as neuter plurals are formed as feminine 
singulars as well.* 


37.4 At the same time, Schmidt heavily emphasizes the point that 
there is no real distinction to be made between collectives (that have 
become neuter plurals) derived by means of the suffix -A,- and those 
derived without suffix (S$ 34.2 ff.).% Instead, there is only a comple- 
mentary distribution here. The o-, i-, and u-stems use -h,-, while conso- 
nant stems undergo changes of inflectional ablaut in forming deriva- 


38 Schmidt Neutra, 10. 

39 Schmidt Neutra, 10. 

4° Schmidt Neutra, 10. 

** Schmidt Neutra, 4; J.S. Speyer, Vedische und Sanskrit-Syntax, 75 note 1; B. Delbrück, 
Altindische Syntax (= Syntaktische Forschungen 5), 83. The phenomenon is very rare in 
Vedic. For instances in Avestan, Schmidt Neutra, 4; Reichelt, Awestisches Elementar- 
buch, 300f. There are also apparent examples in Hittite. 

42 Schmidt Neutra, e.g. 35, 75 and passim. 

43 Schmidt Neutra, 75, 96f., 135, 141, 214 etc. 
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tives with collective function. And just as collective derivatives in -A, are 
found both as singulars (A, uerse-h, > d&poa) and as nom.-acc. plurals 
(varsa-ni), the same is true of suffixless derivatives (u(e)dör > sg. 
dao, pl. Hitt. zidar).* 

In fact, Schmidt goes a step further. On the basis of his observ- 
ation that A,- collectives, when singular, are feminine, Schmidt points to 
the fact that formations in -2C/-6C are found both as nom.-acc. neut. 
plurals (e.g. Av. -4 < -0s) and as fem. nom. singulars (e.g. Gk. *auhös 
> Hom. Óg etc. f. ‘dawn’), and concludes that just as fem. singulars in 
-h,- with collective function (-e-A,, -i-h,, -u-h,) were installed as nom.- 
acc. plurals in neuter paradigms ($ 37.3 above), so were (collective) fem- 
inine singulars in -eC/-6C.5 In other words, the two types of neuter 
plurals (-h, and -2C/-6C) are the further special uses of two types of 
feminine derivatives with collective function and singular paradigms in 
the first instance. Neuter plurals in -or (Av. aiiarà, Hitt. sidar), -ðs (Av. 
manda), -mön (Ved. -man(i), Av. man) etc. would thus be original fem. 
nom. singulars. 


37.5.1 At this point, however, serious questions can be raised. The 
pattern displayed by neut. sjuH-mn : masc. s(1) 4H-men (Ved. syüma : 
Gk. uv), neut. kreuh,-s : masc. kruh,-ös (Ved. kravih/ Gk. «o£ag : L. 
cruor), neut. s(e)h,-ul : masc. sh,-uol (Ved. svar/Av. hunara : L. sol) 
etc., with neuters beside masculines,* is not really parallel to neut. 
h,uerso-m : fem. h,uerse-h, (Ved. varsám : Gk. &&p00). But even if one 
were to grant for the sake of argument that neut. s(e)A,ul, for example, 
had a non-neuter, singular collective s(e)h,nöl just as neuter A, uerso- 
had a non-neuter, singular collective h,uerse-/,, the situation would still 
not be symmetrical, since the singular collectives in -eC/-0C would 
include both (putative) non-neuters (s(e)h,uöl) and neuters (u(e) dor > 
0000), while A,-stem singular collectives are feminine only. If, as 
Schmidt insists, the Ah,-stem collectives and the -€C/-0C collectives 
were really completely parallel at first, the asymmetry in their usual 
genders (fem. -h, vs. masc./neut./rare fem. -&C/-6C) would suggest 


4 Hitt. #idar is of course not Schmidt's example of a suffixless derivative that yields an 
eventual plural. He uses the PIE adjectival nom.-acc. pl. k*etuör ‘four’, with the addi- 
tional argument that this adjectival formation presupposes a substantival neuter nom.- 
acc. pl. in -ór ( Neutra, 192). 

45 Schmidt Neutra, 96f. etc. 

4€ Schmidt considers masculine singulars like Öunv and cruor original fem. collectives 
that have switched to masc. (cf. Neutra, 90ff., 144f.). 
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one of two things. Either ved-ör (6609) and sh,-mén (OCS seme), for 
instance, were once non-neuters (cf. sh,-uol > L. sol and s(1) uH-men 
> dunv) that have become neuter (which is unlikely, as we will see 
shortly), or else some A,-stem singular collectives were neuter and 
became feminine. This would amount to a A,uerse-h,, for example, that 
was once neuter (like #edör), but changed to feminine (AV varsa/ Gk. 
EQOA). 


37.5.2 Furthermore, Schmidt's general scheme requires any given 
type of -€C/-dC singular collective (just as was the case with the 
h,-collective-$ 37.3) to acquire neuter gender only by virtue of having 
been installed (as a nom.-acc. neut. pl.) in a neuter paradigm” (since all 
such collectives were originally feminine in his view). But this means 
that -2C/-0C neuter singulars (0609, OCS seme etc.), as a type, were 
feminine singular collectives that were used as plurals to neuter singu- 
lars, and thus became neuter, but still kept (or regained?) the singular 
status they originally had as collectives.* This makes for a view of neu- 
ter singulars like Goth. namo ‘name’ (-mon)*? or OCS seme ‘seed’ 
(-men) that is at least cumbersome. But in the case of the neut. singu- 
lars reflected by Gk. 0609 and oxo ‘excrement’ or Toch. A ysar/B 
yasar (-ör) ‘blood’, the assumption of a collective that was originally 
feminine is practically impossible. It seems safest to assume that r-stem 


47 Schmidt Neutra, 89 ff., 97, 210f. 

48 [n some cases where an -€C/-6C formation is synchronically singular and non-neuter 
(usually masc.), Schmidt apparently sees simply the old fem. collective singular kept 
intact except that it has switched to masculine directly (for reasons given Neutra, 95 ff. 
—esp. 97, 210f.; cf. 144f.). 

49 Schmidt’s general view makes neut. singulars in -€C/-6C difficult to deal with 
because, on the face of it, one would have to view such forms as ultimately represen- 
ting fem. sg. collective derivatives of neuters that were installed as plurals of those neu- 
ters and only then became neuter themselves before reverting to singular status. 
Schmidt explicitly takes the Lithuanian type represented by stomuó ‘stature’ as the out- 
come of a complicated development of this kind ( Neutra, 91 f.) —except that the neuter 
plural became masculine as a singular. Schmidt then also says (Neutra, 92) that the 
Gmc. languages ‘stehen auf derselben Stufe wie das Litauische’-implying that the 
masc. singulars he mentions there (e.g. Goth. Aliuma ‘hearing’, OHG samo ‘seed’—and 
therefore namo ‘name’) are also singularized (and secondarily masc.) neuter plurals 
that in turn come from singular fem. collectives. For Goth. namö, however, Schmidt 
gives an entirely different explanation (Neutra 92, 120; 106ff; 111 ff.-esp. 
117 ff.) - namely that it represents the old non-collective neut. singular with nom.-acc. 
analogically redone on the model of augö ‘eye’ and ausö ‘ear’, where the -ö represents 
Gmc. -ö-n < -4 + n. For the Slavic -me type, I find no explicit account at all (see Neu- 
tra, 90). 
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nominatives like u(e)d-ör, s(e)k-ör and h,esh,-dr went together with 
oblique n-stems already as singular collectives-i.e. even before -eC/ 
-C collectives were installed as nom.-acc. plurals of other neuter for- 
mations. But it is difficult to imagine that singular -0r/-n-paradigms of 
such a sort were ever anything but neuter. 

It follows that the derivational process of the type sg. neut. wody 
— sg. neut. collective vedör both began with a neuter singular and pro- 
duced another neuter singular. The same would go for the other r/n 
stems (neut. sokr > neut. sekör, neut. h,ésh,r > neut. h,esh,ör), and for 
the other singular neuters with nom.-acc. -éC/-o0C as well (neut. 
seh,-mn — neut. sh,-mén, neut. h,neh, -mn ‘name’ > neut. h,neh, -mön 
> Goth. namo). Since Hitt. uidar ‘waters’ and Av. aiidra ‘days’ make it 
clear that a derived neuter singular collective can become the neut. plu- 
ral of the non-collective from which it was derived, one will also be 
inclined to interpret the s-stem nom.-acc. neut. plural in -ós (Av. mana) 
as the outcome of a nom.-acc. singular neuter collective too, even 
though -ôs as a nom.-acc. singular occurs nowhere. 


37.6.1 If, however, the nom.-acc. neut. plural in -eC/-0C was ori- 
ginally a singular collective that was neuter and not feminine, the ques- 
tion of the gender of the singular collective in -h, that became the n-a 
neut. plural in -A, must be reopened.?? In particular, there arises the 
question of whether one might not do better to assume that both types 
of singular collectives (-A, and -€C/-dC) were neuter singulars in the 
first instance. This question really deserves a treatment of its own, and 
that cannot reasonably be inserted here. We will therefore have to con- 
tent ourselves with indicating, however tentatively, that there are cer- 
tain advantages to viewing both the zedör and the h,uerse-h, types of 
singular collectives as original neuter nominative-accusatives. 


37.6.2 The idea of a neuter nom.(-acc.) singular of the structure, 
e.g., h,uerse-h, is not an especially new one.*! Furthermore, it is implicit 
in the view? that the nom.-acc. neuter plural type in -ór, -ön etc. (e.g. 
Hitt. Zidar, Av. naman names) ultimately reflects (by way of *-orr, 
* -onn) an absolutely original *-or-h,, *-on-h,, with a hypothetical pho- 


50 Or rather opened. Feminine gender was a premise for Schmidt. His remark (Neutra, 
8-9) that -@ (-e-A,) plurals cannot have been originally neuter because they were made 
also to masculines is the only mention of the possibility of non-feminine gender for 
h,-stem singulars in the whole book. 

531 Meillet Introduction®, 284f., 291 f.; Meillet-Vendryes Traite?, 443 f. etc. 

52 Szemerenyi Einführung, 155, 159. 
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nological development parallel to that of masc./fem. nom. singular -ór, 
-On (e.g. (dh) gh(e)mon ‘earthling’, suesoór ‘sister’) from *-orr, *-onn, and 
this from *-or-s, *-on-s?? In favor of deriving the neuter nom.-acc. plu- 
ral -ör/-ön from *-or-h,/*-on-h, is the consideration that it immedi- 
ately explains why there should be two different-looking types of for- 
mations in the first place (pl. uedor vs. pl. h,uerse-h,) that seem to be 
precisely parallel in their history and behavior: 


1) They are both singulars with collective function that have 
become neuter plurals. 


2) As neuter plural nominative-accusatives, they are both sup- 
pleted in the oblique. The A,-stem nom.-acc. h,yerse-h, goes together 
with oblique forms lacking the -5,- (gen. h,uersöm, loc. h,uersoisu etc.). 
An amphikinetic nom.-acc. in -(m)ön (or hysterokinetic nom.-acc. in 
-(m)en) goes together with proterokinetic-looking oblique forms e.g. 
RV nom.-acc. pl. brahmän(i) ‘prayers / gen. bráhmanam [*]. 


3) Both types continue to be used with a singular verb even after 
they have become nom.-acc. plural forms. One might hesitate to sup- 
pose that two altogether different formations both had the same origi- 
nal function (singular collectives) and have both undergone the same 
series of developments (switch to neuter plural with retention of singu- 
lar value as regards agreement with a verb). There is thus some reason 
to take nom.-acc. plurals of the types -07, -(m)ön etc. as the outcomes 
of pre-PIE *-or-h,, *-(m)on-h, etc., parallel to -e-h,, -i-h, and -u-h, (as 
original singular collectives that have become nom.-acc. plurals). 

But there is no real doubt that the Greek nom.-acc. singular 0600, 
for example, and the Hittite nom.-acc. plural úidār both continue a 
neuter collective originally inflected as a singular ($$ 37.3, 37.5). If, 
therefore, the nom.-acc. neut. singular in question goes back to * zedor- 
h, in the very first instance, we have a nom.-acc. neut. singular in -A,.*4 


37.7 Beyond this, it may be pointed out that the #-stem nom.-acc. 
duals in Indo-Iranian, Balto-Slavic and Old Irish can all be traced back 


5 Szemerenyi Einführung, 109. 

** The ued-or-h, /ud-n- thus implied would seem to have -A, only in the nom.-acc., and 
the question thus arises of whether it is to be considered a suffix that comes to be re- 
flected only in the nom.-acc., or whether it was a desinence at first. My own view is 
that it always was a suffix, and that the -ör/-n- type of neuter paradigm (and the -ëC 
/ -C- or -6C/-C- neuter type in general), which certainly existed already in the proto- 
language, was the result of certain analogical developments that took place relatively 
early on in PIE itself. This line cannot be followed up any further here, however. 
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to -ai (I-Ir. -at, OCS -e, Lith. -ie > -i), for which the only meaningful 
further reconstruction is -eh,-iH (cf. in particular the Olr. nom.-acc. 
dual mnaí ‘two women’ g*n-eh,-iH)55 But this means that the nom.- 
acc. dual ending -iH has a remarkable distribution: 


1) neuters of all stem types (A, &*-iH ‘the two eyes’ > Arm. ac(k‘) 
cf. OCS oci etc.; h,us(s)-iH ‘the two ears’ > Av. usi etc.; iugo-iH ‘two 
yokes’ > Ved. yugé etc.). 


2) a-stems (as above). 


In short, it would seem that the -stems had the neuter dual ending 
already in PIE.’® 

Furthermore, Old Irish mnaí ‘two women’, if directly from g#n- 
eh,-iH as above, shows the dual ending -iH added not to the stem 
(g*en-h,) that originally appeared in the nom. and acc. singular, but to 
the stem of the oblique singular (g*n-eh,-). It is clear, however, that the 
nom.-acc. dual of masculine and feminine consonant stems had the 
stem-shape of the (nom. and) acc. singular in PIE (Ved. nar-a/ Gk. 
Gv£o-g ‘two men’, Ved. pitar-a ‘parents’/ Gk. natéo-e cf. Ved. dvar-a 
‘door’, päd-a ‘two feet’, nas-a ‘nose’, ksám-à ‘(heaven and) earth’, brah- 
mán-à ‘two priests’, rájan-au ‘two rulers’ etc.). Neuter nom.-acc. duals, 
on the other hand, had the ending -iH either 


55 It has been proposed by Szemerényi (Proceedings of the Cambridge Colloquium on 
Mycenaean Studies, ed. L.R. Palmer and J. Chadwick, 217 ff.) that @-stems in PIE had a 
nom.-acc. dual in -oi that is reflected not only in I-Ir -aż etc., but in Myc. @-stem duals 
of the type i-qi-jo ‘two chariots’ as well. This amounts to saying that PIE stems in -e-h, 
made a dual in -o-iH, i.e. not from the stem (-e-h,) that ran through the rest of the 
paradigm, but from the o/e-stem from which the -e-h,-stem itself was derived. It 
would be extremely difficult on general principles to justify a preference for such an 
unusual state of affairs in PIE over the far more straightforward and practically 
unavoidable reconstruction -eh,-iH for the ä-stem dual, and Szemerényi offers no 
positive argument against the traditional view, remarking only that -eh,-1H is “... an 
assumption that may be attractive, but is not necessarily true." Furthermore, the recon- 
struction of nom. sg. -e-h : du. -o-;H would imply nom. sg. -A : du. -iH. But the only 
word that allows this implication to be tested (PIE g*en-5, ‘woman’) would go far tow- 
ard falsifying it (barring further hypothetical and rather complicated analogies), since 
a *g*(e)n-iH cannot be the source of Olr mnaí ‘two women’. Finally, there does not 
appear to be the slightest indication that would favor the reading -oi over -ó in any 
positive way for the Myc. duals of the i-gi-jo type in the first place (cf. Lejeune, RPA 
42, 234 ff. = Mémoires de philologie mycénienne II, Chapter 58, 275ff.). 

56 | would like to thank Warren Cowgill for reminding me of these forms in this context. 
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1) added to the same stem-shape as 1s found in the oblique singu- 
lar (Ved. abl. sg. sádman-as ‘seat, locale’ : dual sádman-1/ OCS -men-i 
for the proterokinetic neuter -men-stems?") 


or 2) added to a super-reduced stem (h,us-s-iH ‘the two ears’ > 
Av. usi, u4 H-demt-iH ‘20° > L. uiginti, Av. visaiti). In any case, the neu- 
ter nom.-acc. dual was not made on the stem of the neuter nom.-acc. 
singular, and the masc. and fem. nom.-acc. dual was not made on the 
stem of the corresponding oblique singular. The dual g*n-eh,-:H thus 
not only has the neuter ending, but also the stem structure of neuter 
rather than masc. and fem. nom.-acc. duals. [*] 

In addition, the “normal” feminine a-stems are the only masc. or 
fem. type to combine zero grade suffix and absence of -s in the nom. 
singular.°® This structure is otherwise found only among neuters.?? 

While these considerations do not justify the conclusion that the 
h,-stems as a whole were once a// neuter, it does suggest strongly that 
some h,-stems in PIE were once neuters. At the same time, the recogni- 
tion of neuters among the A,-stems in early PIE would do away with 
the necessity of seeing an atypical situation here-the limitation of a 
given suffix to formations of only one gender. But if there were some 
h,-stems that were neuter, an obvious group of candidates for inclusion 
among neuters in -A, are the h,-stem collective derivatives whose nom- 
inative-accusatives became the neuter pl. nominative-accusatives of 
their respective derivational bases already in the protolanguage, just as 
derived neuter collectives in -&C/-6C did. 


37 Even the Vedic neuters of the structure Ca-man- (which adopted the structure Ca-mn- 
in the oblique singular—§ 49.2) have duals of the structure Ca-man-i (dhámani, sámani 
vs. dhámn-à, -e; sámn-à) for the most part (but námn-a, -e, -as : AV du. námn-i). Duals 
like dháman-i are presumably an archaism, dating from before the replacement of sin- 
gular oblique Ca-man- by Ca-mn- in these neuters. The reason for the preservation of 
dháman-i and séman-i (vs. newer námn-i) is perhaps that the nom.-acc. dual came to 
be synchronically derived from the nom.-acc. plural (-ma(ni) : -mani), and since not 
even Ca-man- neuters made any change in the structure of the nom.-acc. pl. (dhamani, 
nama, dháma like sádmani, sádma, dharma), there was no change in the nom.-acc. dual 
either. That a synchronic pattern of nom.-acc. pl. -a(ni) : nom.-acc. du -anf (and not, 
say, nom.-acc. sg. -4 : nom.-acc. du. -ani) was real and perceived as normal is indicated 
by RV nom.-acc. pl. aha(ni) : du. ahani (vs. nom.-acc. sg. ahar), where the dual ahan-i 
has apparently replaced an *ahn-i (cf. oblique sg. ahn-). So also AV cáksan-i, dosán-i. 

58 That is to say, other than feminines in -ıh,. But this can hardly be considered a second 
and independent instance. 

59 I would again like to thank Warren Cowgill for pointing out to me the relevance of 
this fact to the question under discussion. 
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37.8 To summarize, it may be suggested that we should recognize 
neuter nom.-acc. sing. collective formations of the types *zed-or-h, (> 
u(e)d-ör > 0600), *sh,-men-h, (> s(e)h,-men > OCS seme) etc., with a 
-h, formant that is ultimately identifiable with the -5, suffix of singular 
collective formations of the type /,yerse-h, (> £900), and that both 
types (*-or-A, / * -en-h, and -e-h,/ -i-h,/ -u-h,) eventually became nom.- 
acc. plural formations that continued, however, to be used with singular 
verbs. But however this may be, a singular collective of the type ued-ór 
/ud-(e)n-, with neuter gender from the beginning, is practically 
unavoidable. Whether or not, therefore, one wishes to take singular 
ued-or from an earlier *ued-or-h,, the eventual use of the sg. neut. col- 
lective uedór as the nom.-acc. neut. plural of its own derivational base 
(uodr) makes it attractive to give h,uerse-h, (which is also a singular col- 
lective eventually used as the nom.-acc. neut. pl. of its own derivational 
base h,uerso-) as parallel an interpretation as possible. And this suggests 
seeing the singular collective h,uerse-h, as an original neuter. This, in 
turn, explains at the same time why -A,-stems share certain morphologi- 
cal features with neuters (asigmatic nom. sg., the ending of the nom.- 
acc. dual, the stem structure seen in g“n-eh,-iH > Olr. mnaí). 


37.9 As an overall view of the matter, one could consider a 
hypothesis of the following kind. The A,-stem collectives, either alone 
or among other h,-stems, were originally neuter in PIE. At some point 
after they had begun to function not only as singular substantives 
(A, uerse-h,/ h,uerse-h,-es, neut., ‘rains’), but also (in the nom.-acc.) as the 
nom.-acc. neut. plurals of their own derivational bases (sg. h, uerso-m : 
pl. h,uerse-h,, gen. h,uersóm etc.), they changed gender, as singulars, to 
feminine by being absorbed into the (larger?) category of formations in 
which a suffix -A,- functioned entirely differently, and often specif- 
ically as a marker of feminine gender: suekur-h,- (> ‚suekruh,- > RV 
$vasrü-) ‘mother-in-law’ fem. vs. suekur-o- (> RV svasura- etc.) father- 
in-law’ masc.; masc./neut. neyo- ‘new’ — fem. nexe-h, ‘id’ etc.; g*en- 
h, / g*n-eh,- ‘woman’; etc. But although the singular A,-stem collectives 
took on the feminine gender of the others (with which they now made 
up a single formal type), their nom.-acc. dual ending -¿H and (with very 
few exceptions) their asigmatic nominative singular were generalized 
throughout the whole (now unitary) feminine h,-stem class. 


37.10.1 If, at any rate, we are entitled to suppose that the A,-stem 
collectives, as singulars, were once a neuter type, there 1s no longer any 
difficulty with any aspect of the picture presented by a reconstructed 
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proterokinetic ker-h, (Myc. kera, Hitt. kara-yar) 'head-bone (sub- 
stance) beside a O E kr-Eh, ‘skull, head’. It was suggested 
above ($$ 11, 15 no.4, 33.9) that the contrast in meaning between kor-u- 
/k(e)r-n(o)- *head-bone, horn (object) and kör-h, ‘head-bone (sub- 
stance)’ provides at least some grounds for identifying the -h,- of ker-h, 
specifically as the collective suffix. This formation, in other words, 
would originally have belonged with singular collectives of the type 
h,uerse-h, : a type which, if put parallel to the type sedor (possibly 
< *uedor-h,), may well have been neuter to begin with. If there is any 
distinction at all to be drawn between the singular collective kér-h, and 
singular collectives like A,uerse-h,, it is merely either that kér-h, was a 
primary formation (while A,uerse-h, was unambiguously a derivative of 
h,uerso-), or else that there happens to be no reliable trace of any root 
noun ker-/kör- from which kér-h, might have been derived in the very 
first instance (while A,uerso- is continued by Ved. varsám). In either 
case, the singular h,-stem ker-h, /kr-Eh,- could still have showed inflec- 
tional ablaut in PIE, while h,uerse-h, had suffixal zero grade through- 
out, a feature that seems to have characterized all h,-stems derived 
from thematic formations. 


37.10.2 Starting from a neuter ker-h,, where the formation in -h,- 
provided a mass noun ‘head-bone (substance)’ beside concrete Po 
and k(e)r-n(o)- ‘head-bone (object), the relationships among the vari- 
ous forms in which we are interested could be specified as follows. The 
proterokinetic neuter ker-h, ‘bony substance of the head’ (Myc. kera, 
Hitt. karā-yar) served as the basis of two collective derivatives. On the 
one hand there was the process neut. ker-h, > neut (?) kerh, -0- (ct. 
Ved. parsu- ‘rib’ : neut. parío-á- ‘side’ $ 33.7), and on the a there 
was neut. ker-h, > neut. kr-Eh, (cf. neut. -mn — neut. -men, neut. -ur > 
neut. -uer Š 39.2). Both derivatives meant ‘the head-bone (collective)' i in 
the first instance, and became words for ‘skull’ or ‘head’: kerh, -0- > Av. 
sara-, L. cer(nuus) -$ 33; kr-Eh, (or kr-eh,) > Gk. xápà etc. If only we 
could be sure that an i-stem h,e/ost-i for ‘bone’ (Ved. asthi) is old 
enough, a remarkably close parallel would be furnished by h,e/ost-i 
‘bone’ ^ coll. A,est-öi (Hitt. hastai) beside h,e/ost-i > coll. h,ost-ei-o- 
(Gk. óo1éov). 

In any case, the original locative of kr-éh, would have been kr-eh,. 
This locative, involved in one or more adverbial “univerbations” 
($ 26.8) of an early date, and thus reduced to -krh,, may be reflected by 
Gk. (£nı)xop and Hitt. (kit) kar (S 28.5.3). Alternatively, the allomorph 
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Gk. -xa/ Hitt. -kar could have originated in one or more (possessive) 
compounds in the very first instance (§§ 26.10, 38.4). In either case, the 
reduced -krh, of any such adverbial expression(s) would have taken on 
an existence independent of that of the simplex kr-éh, (cf. Gk. &y-yu(c), 
G&vti-XQU(C) with no substantives yv- or x(o)gu- beside them at all in 
Greek). This -krh, could thus have been immune to whatever further 
developments affected the paradigm of &r-éh, itself (IIIc). 

Like all (collective) neut. singulars in -h, (h,yerse-h, etc.), however, 
proterokinetic ker-h, / kr-éh,- (or kr-Eh,-), the mass noun, became femi- 
nine already in the protolanguage ($ 37.9). And, with divergent leveling, 
an eventual PIE feminine ker-h, /kr-Eh,- resulted in Myc. kera and Ana- 
tolian k(a)ra- (whence Hitt. kara-yar). Its (neut.) collective derivative 
kr-Eh,, on the other hand (as will be suggested below in more detail 
—§§ 55 ff), had become simply a neuter body- part term for 'skull, head’, 
and joined the group of items made up of kérd ‘heart’ and in particular, 
h,k” ‘eye’ and h,éu(s)-s ‘ear’, items with which kreh, ‘head’ shared 
important further developments i in any event. In other words. reasons 
will emerge for supposing that Aréh, /krh,- ‘skull, head’ was re-analyzed 
in PIE as a neuter root noun. 

Since Éréh,, at this point, was 


1) not a neut. nom.-acc. with a zero grade suffixal -/; 
2) not necessarily even analyzable any longer as root k(e)r- plus 
suffix -(e)h,-; 


3) not syaichtonically the collective of the mass noun kér-h,; 


it naturally did not follow the neuter -A, and -e-h, formations in their 
change to feminine gender. 


38.1 A detail that remains to be touched upon is whether a pro- 
posed hysterokinetic formation in the word for ‘head’ can be aligned 
with the more marginal pieces of evidence that have been introduced. 
These include Indic * §ra-ya- (S 28.2) ‘head’ and the various forms taken 
by xüpü in Greek compounds ($$ 22ff.). The two major indications 
(simplex x&pà and Gk. -xap/Hitt. -kar) have just been discussed in 
this respect (§ 37.10.2). Indic *sra-ya- < kr-éh,-io- may be disposed of 
immediately. There can be no possible objection to seeing a hysterokin- 
etic kr-Eh, as its derivational base. [*] 


38.2 In Greek, the first members xen-(deyvov), *xQG-(NGAG) are 
phonologically ambiguous between kr-h,- and kr-éh,- ($24). But 
nothing really decisive comes from morphological considerations 
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either. Part of this point has already been made: a kr-h,-sn- underlying 
xon- is improbable on internal Greek evidence (§ 24.3), and there is no 
reason to demand the (n-stem) oblique of a secondary heteroclitic in 
compounds in the first place ($ 26.13 in regard to second compound 
members). If, in the present case, the unextended stem is both morpho- 
logically admissible and phonologically preferable, it only remains to 
point out that either kr-h,- or kr-éh,- could be consistent with a hyster- 
okinetic simplex. In the very first instance, one might expect kr-Eh, : kr- 
h,- (cf. ph,-ter : ph,-tr- in RV pitr-sad- ‘remaining with the elders’, urs- 
én : urs-n- in RV vfsa-manas- ‘strong-spirited’ etc.). It is possible to see 
such a kr-h,- as the starting point for the admissibility of a xo&- in 
Greek as a first member compounding form of xápà that simply con- 
tinued to have this status.9? On the other hand, it cannot be completely 
excluded that xoà- represents a relatively old innovation. That is, it 
could be recent enough to reflect the nom.-acc. simplex kr-éh, rather 
than the originally regular reduced kr-h,-, but old enough to show the 
non-syllabic alternant (by Lindeman’s Law). One might compare [*] a 
case like Hom. 10A0-oonvsc ‘rich in lambs’ with non-syllabic -wren- (as 
opposed to the uren > Faery of the simplex), but also with e-vocalism 
(presumably introduced from the simplex) rather than the o-vocalism 
that might have been expected on the basis of the inherited pattern! 
PENV : &-poov, Arm. azn ‘race, people’, pl. azink“ (-en-es) : t/agawor- 
azn ‘of royal blood’, pl. -azownk“ (- -on-es), etc. In any case, a first com- 
pound member xo0- / xQm- in Greek, whichever of these two interpreta- 
tions is accepted, is consistent with a hysterokinetic simplex fr-&, 


‘head’. 


38.3 Neither the governing compound ty-xQ0¢ ‘brain’ (- -kr(h,)- -0-) 
nor its possible OPers. bahuvrihi analogue /ra-Gara- ‘prominent’ 
( -krh, -0- $ 28.3) raises any obstacle to the reconstruction of a hystero- 
kinetic simplex kr-éh, for ‘head’. The pattern xüpa (-eC) : -xo-o- 
(-C-o-) is parallel to that of cases like aiöng ‘sky’ : Ön-arðo-oç ‘under 
the sky, in the open’ among governing compounds, and kr-éh, is to the 
krh,-o- of the OPers. compound as, e.g., h(i) i-ém ‘winter’ (L. hiems, 
Av. ziid/gen. zamö) is to the -ghim-o- of possessive ® compounds like 


6° This does not, of course, necessarily mean that any of the actually attested Gk. com- 
pounds with xpü- as first member must itself date from the time of that starting point. 

61 e.g. W-D 2.1, 100f.; Schwyzer GG 1, 355, 449. 

€? It is especially attractive to take compounds in X-ghim-o- ‘X winters old’ specifically as 
possessives in view of the unambiguously possessive adjective wets-ó ‘one year old’ (: 
uet-es- ‘year > Gk. Etoc), as in Skt. vatsa- ‘calf’. 
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RV Sata-him-a- ‘lasting a hundred winters’ and L. bimus ‘two years old’ 
(< dui-ghim-o-).© 


38.4 It was suggested above ($$ 26.8, 28.4f.) that the -krh, of Gk. 
(émt)xaO ‘headlong’ and Hitt. (kit)kar ‘at the head’ (the only recon- 
struction that can unite them) 1s probably best taken as the locative of 
kr-éh, ‘head’ reduced from kreh, to -krh, in one or more “univerbated” 
adverbial expressions of PIE 1: At the same time, however, ıt must 
be admitted ($Š 26.10.1£.) that it is at least thinkable that £r-xaQ is the 
adverbialized nom.-acc. neuter of an old bahuvrihi (although this is 
scarcely possible for Hitt. (kit) kar). 

It might, therefore, be worthwhile to see whether -£rh, is formally 
in order as the neut. nom.-acc. sg. of such a compound. To be sure, the 
means of deciding what to expect in the first place are somewhat indi- 
rect and theoretical, but the stem-shape -kr-h, for this second member 
does turn out to conform to what might be predicted for a hysterokin- 
etic simplex in the nom.-acc. neut. sg. of a bahuvrihi. Cases like (hyster- 
okinetic) simplex mathe : (amphikinetic) bahuvrihi &-n&to etc. would 
suggest (hystero.) kréh, : (amphi. epi-kröh, in theory. But this, of 
course, would be the animate nom. sg. and not the neuter nom.-acc. 
The neuter nom.-acc. that would have corresponded to animate -kr-öh, 
can only be conjectured on the basis of paradigm like masc. participial 
h,(i)i-ont- (i@v, RV yan ‘going’) : neuter A,(i)i-nt (RV yát) or masc. 
meg-Öh,- ‘great’ (RV acc. mahám, compounds in mahä- ) : neut. meg-h, 
(RV máhi, Gk. uéyo). Consequently epi-kr-h, would be exactly what 
would be hypothetically expected in this case. In addition -kr-h,- would 
be expectable as the oblique of the masc., thus opening the possibility 
of a neuter in -kr-h, by paradigmatic levelling (cf. $ 26.13). ÈNL-XOQ as a 
neuter bahuvrihi consequently poses no obstacle to a simplex kr-éh,. 


39. The derivational pattern of this first layer of formations (ker 
+ suffix) would thus appear to be as follows: 


*head-bone(s) : *head-bone: *head-bone: 
object(s)’ object’ material’ 
kor-u- / ker-u- k(e)r-n(o)- kér-h, (protero.) 


ker-h,-o- kr-eh, (hystero.) 
& Cf. also pairs like Gk. &gñv ‘lamb’ : mass of head-bone, the 
Uxaovosc ‘with a lamb underneath, head-bone (collective) > 


suckling a lamb’ (Eur. +), yaotio ‘belly’ : ‘skull, head’ 
AentÓ'yaotooc 'small-bellied' (Hp.). 
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It is of some interest to note that only the evidence from Hittite 
both begins and ends with this simplest group of formations. There is 
an apparent reflex of ker-h, in kara(uar) and of kr-éh, in (kit) kar, and 
nothing else. For all the other IE languages that present any evidence at 
all bearing on the ker-family, there are further morphological develop- 
ments to be taken into account. The question of the dialectal distribu- 
tion of the various more complex formations will be kept in view 
throughout the remainder of the discussion. 


IIa. ker-h,-s ‘horn’ vs. kf-h,-os ‘head’ 


40. The further derivatives of ker-h, 'head-bone (material) and its 
suffixless collective kr-éh, present a complex picture both morphologi- 
cally and semantically. The (seemingly) simplest of them are Greek 
xÉpac ‘horn (object)’ and the Indo-Iranian forms with which it is stan- 
dardly equated—Skt. strah and Av. sarah- ‘head’. The impression left by 
the handbooks? is that xépac and I-Ir. *£ras both come from a single 
PIE s-stem whose root is a set by-form (kerh,- ) of the root (ker-) that 
underlies the familiar u- and n-formations found in the words for 
‘horn’ (I above). The picture presented by the evidence just considered 
(IIa, b) and the hypotheses to which it points (Ilc), however, require 
that the traditional interpretation of the s-stem forms be re-worked. 


41.1 The implicit assumption that a given nominal stem in the IE 
languages may easily denote both ‘head’ and ‘horn’ or may switch from 
one meaning to the other without further ado is untenable as soon as it 
becomes clear that this semantic distinction is systematically associated 
with morphological distinctions of one sort or another (difference in 
stem formation, addition of derivational morphology, distinctions in 
inflectional apophony). This point was made more than once in I and II 
above, and the details need not be repeated here. The general outlook 
was simply that since a disregard for the observable semantic distinc- 
tions never did lead to a systematic morphological picture in the first 
place, there was every reason to seek to align the semantic pattern of 
the formations consisting of ker- plus one suffix with the observable 
morphological differences among them. This, in turn, did lead to a 
systematic morphological picture. Consequently it 1s not very appealing 
in the present case to ignore the fact that x€@ac¢ means ‘horn’ and Sirah 
means ‘head’ in order to equate the two formally by reconstructing a 
single s-stem paradigm underlying them both. 


41.2 In fact, there would be certain morphological objections to 
be made to such a reconstruction even if the meanings were identical. 


! e.g. Pokorny JEW, 574f.; Frisk GEW 1, 827; Benveniste Origines, 32; etc. The com- 
parison goes back to Schmidt Neutra, 364 and Danielsson ( Grammatische und Etymolo- 
gische Studien I, 32) in its explicit form. 
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While xéoac¢ reflects kerh, $ the Indo-Iranian s-stem is from. bfh, os. 
These in turn must either be R + S structures with a set root kr: - 
and suffix -(e)s- or R + S, + S, structures with root ke) r- plus suffix 

-(e)h,- plus suffix -(e)s-. [*] From what has emerged so far, it is the 
second analysis that would be chosen. But even so, an I-Ir. krh,os 
would be very surprising.? 

A R + S formation kerh,-s/krh, -és- (proterokinetic) plus the 
assumption of divergent levelling to kerh,-s (r£oacc) on the one hand 
and %kfh,-os/es- on the other (Siras) seems unobjectionable at first 
glance. But to judge by the available evidence (basically from Greek 
and Indo-Iranian itself), neuter s-stems made to CeRH roots at an 
early stage constitute a recognizable sub-group showing the phonologi- 
cally conditioned? archaic shape CeRH-s. It is this stem-form (i.e. the 
original nom.-acc., and not something coming from the original obli- 
que CRH-es-*) that has been generalized throughout the paradigm: 
Gathic tauuis ‘strength’ < teuH-s, YAv. stairis layer of straw! < sterh,-s, 
Gk. y&pag ‘perquisite’ < gerh,-s, and «o£ag ‘(piece of) flesh’ = Skt. 
kravih < kreuh,-s> If the data, as far as they go, are so clear on the 
generalization of CeRH-s for I-Ir. in this small group of formations, 
and if in addition they correspond in this respect to the available com- 
parable Greek forms, there is a strong possibility that the generalization 
of the nom.-acc. stem-shape CeRH-s in this category is itself already a 
PIE development. Under these circumstances, it would be necessary to 
identify some very special conditioning factor responsible for the pres- 
ervation (and then even the generalization) of krh,-es- (or rather 
srr-as-) at the I-Ir. stage. On a purely formal basis, and without refer- 
ence to the evidence of related forms (II above), Gk. xéoac < kerh, a 
would show the structure expected of a primary s-stem made iron. a 
CeRH root, but the Indo-Iranian form does not. The zero grade calls 
for some explanation. 


2 An analogical krh,os (or $rHas) that has replaced a *kerh,os (or farHas) is not likely 

—§ 9.7.2.2. 

Schindler, Flex. und Wortbildung, 265. 

Cf. Schindler, Flex. und Wortbildung, 259 ff. 

RV tuvis-(mant-) is secondary in any case (since tuH-s would not result in tuvis-), and 

has been remodelled at a relatively late date from expected tavis- (= Av. tauuis), as is 

suggested by tavisi (= Av. taunist). The basis of the rearrangement seems to have 

been the tuvi- (< tuH-i-) of compounds- e.g. tuvi-svands-. 

6 One has temH-os and not *temH-s in Ved. támas- ‘darkness’, but cf. the addendum to 
$ 9.7.2.2, and in any case it 1s still the full grade (to all apearances!) that has been gen- 
eralized in the root. 


a T 
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41.3 Generally speaking, neuter s-stems with zero root vocalism 
are secondary formations of one sort or another. Of those that have 
the simple structure R + (e)s a zero grade root may be taken from a 
root noun from which the s-stem is derived (e.g. RV inst. krp-a, Av. 
kahrp- : Latin corpus ‘body’ < k*rp-es-) [*]. In other cases, the s-stem 
supplies an abstract substantive to an adjective (usually in -#- or -ro-) 
that has zero grade, and this is the source of the anomaly: e.g. RV urú- 
‘broad’ : áras- ‘breast’® (beside váras- ‘breadth’), Gk. xoatbc ‘mighty’ : 
Att. etc. xpátoc ‘might’ (beside Lesb. xpétoc), xvópósc ‘glorious’ : xd50¢ 
‘glory’ etc. 

But if this indicates that krh,es- is a secondary formation, and it is 
being viewed under the assumption of a CeRH by-form of the root, it 
would be necessary to conclude that krh,-es- is of the type k*rp-es- (cor- 
pus), an -(e)s- derivative of a root noun. Eventually, however, this 
would have to be reconciled with the rest of the available evidence, and 
it has already been noted ($$ 15, 29) that a root noun made from a root 
kerh,- cannot account even for Mycenaean kera and kerajo —very easily 
-not to speak of the relationship between these and xáoð. 

Furthermore, if Xépac and Siras-stem from a single paradigm, this 
paradigm must be an extremely archaic one. The comparable structures 
just cited (taunis y&Epag etc.) are found only as isolated relics, and even 
these no longer show traces of root or suffix apophony. This means 
that kérh, -s / yh, -és- would in a sense be the most archaic of them all. 
But it is difficult to square this conclusion with the fact that the stem(s) 
in k(e)r(e)h,- (no matter how further analyzed), from which krh,-os at 
least ought to have been derived, are themselves preserved well into the 
histories of some of the individual languages. Why does this secondary 
formation preserve traces of the root and suffix ablaut that has been 
abolished in the primary formations that are descriptively identical 
( CeRH root plus -(e)s-)? 

The purely semantic difficulties involved in the traditional view 
(x£pag = Siras-) have already been touched upon ($ 41.1). 


7 For present purposes we may leave out of account zero-root neuter s-stems that are 
clearly deverbative derivatives of probably recent origin (e.g. RV j#vas ‘swiftness’; 
divas ‘reverence, tribute, offering’ less clear; cf. W-D 2.2, 232f.; 3, 81). Zero-grade 
root vocalism in non-neuter s-stems is also irrelevant to the analysis of siras, of course. 

8 Cf. also synonymous vaksas- ‘breast’ and dpsas- ‘bosom’, which may have played some 
role in the creation of #ras- in the first place. On the secondary nature of the root 
vocalism of #ras- cf. also Manessy Substantifs en -as-, 17 £., 94, 210 
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41.4 These considerations ($$ 41.1—41.3), which are in part 
($ 41.2) quite independent of previous conclusions, weigh against a 
CeRH root in general and a single s-stem derivative in particular. The 
standard interpretation of x&pag and Siras-, which includes both of 
these elements, will have to be modified. 

A different interpretation of these forms may start with the rejec- 
tion of a root kerh,- (or kreh,- ?). This is demanded by the material dis- 
cussed previously (II), and is now justified further by the difficulty of 
reconciling síras- with the known formations in CeRH-(e)s-. The fur- 
ther implications are only those that already follow from the recon- 
struction of a ker-h, (IIa) and a kr-éh, (IIb) in the first place: xépa and 
Siras- are not of the structure R + S but are instead to be analyzed R 
+ $, + S,. In both cases, $, is the -(e)/,- that seems called for in any 
case, and S, is -(e)s-, fonde derivatives of kér-h, and/or kr-éh,. Recall- 
ing that it is precisely the A,-derivatives of ker- (and those only) that 
include words for both ‘horn’ and ‘head’ (for reasons outlined in ID, it 
is not surprising that one of the s-derivatives of the A,-stems has the 
first meaning (xéoac) and the other has the second (Siras-). 


42.1 This re-analysis, however, raises anew the question just dis- 
cussed on the basis of a hypothetical (and now discarded) kerh, -s. The 
problem now is that of deciding whether or not it may be aésumed that 
a single PIE paradigm (of a secondary formation k(e)r+(e)h,+(e)s) 
is the source of both ker-h,-s and kf-h,-os, which would then rep- 
resent divergent levellings once again. Two factors immediately disfa- 
vor this view to a certain extent: 


1) Making xégag and Stras- secondary formations has no effect 
on the non-trivial problem of the distinction in their meanings ($ 41.1 
etc.). 


2) The Vedic paradigm. kf-h,-os / br-h,-sn- (ffrah/firgn-) ‘head’ 
corresponds to Greek kr-eh, /kr-h,-sn- (xügö / xoñhoz-) ‘head’. On the 
basis of this sondere: (plus some additional evidence from 
Greek-$ 49-and Germanic-$ 50), there arises at least the possibility 
of a heteroclitic paradigm already in PIE? But unless we wish to rule 
out that possibility right now, we can only wonder which paradigm it 
was (and with what meaning) that contained both ker-h,-s and kf-h,-es-. 


? That the Avestan paradigm (apparently a normal s-stem sarah-) is an innovation is sug- 
gested by the eventual replacement in Skt. (SB +) of oblique Sirsn- by siras- (cf. W-D 
3, 315 and $$ 51 ff. below). 
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Furthermore, the specific pattern of heteroclisy displayed by the Greek 
paradigm removes all certainty from the premise that Sirah was actually 
formed by adding -(e)s- to a A,-stem in the first place. In theory, it 
might just as well result from the subtraction of the -n- of an inherited 
oblique. These questions will be taken up below ($$ 51 ff.). 


_ 42.2 First and foremost, however, the idea of formally combining 
ker-h,-s and &f-h,-os depends upon the admissibility of certain assump- 
tions that it necessitates. Mechanically reconstructing a single paradigm 
that would account for both, it would be necessary to assume 1) e/zero 
root apophony 2) immobile zero grade for S, -(e)h,- and 3) zero/e 
apophony for the final -(e)s-suffix. The result is a theoretical ker-h,-5/ 
kr-h,-es-. It is the likelihood of this structure with this inflectional 
ablaut that must be evaluated. As may be imagined, the evidence that 
bears absolutely directly on the question is not plentiful. But those for- 
mations that are strictly comparable at least cast some doubt upon such 
a reconstruction. A thorough study of the inflectional characteristics of 
substantival stems of the structure R + S, + (e)s (or, more generally, 
R + Š, + proterokinetic $)) cannot possibly be accommodated here. It 
may be noted in a number of cases, however, that pairs of R + S, + 
(e)s formations that show divergent apophonic shapes rarely necessi- 
tate (and sometimes exclude) the assumption that the two forms in 
question originated from a single paradigm. 


42.3 The neuter »-stem h,öi-u-/h,i-eu- ‘life, vigor, etc? (RV Zyu; 
Av. aiu, gen. yaos) is the derivational base of two neuter s-stems 
(descriptively speaking) in Indo-Iranian. One is (perhaps anachronisti- 
cally) h,öi-u-s (RV ayuh ‘(long)life’) with a completely immobile stem 
in Vedic (inst. dyus-d, g.-abl. dyus-ah). In this case, the root and first 
suffix have the same shapes as in the u-stem itself, and since no special 
connection between root o- (I-Ir. 4-) grade and the formation of the s- 
stem derivative may be assumed, the derivational process in this case 1s 
most naturally viewed as the suffixing of a non-ablauting -s- to the 
nom.-acc. of the derivational base. Beside this /,601-4-s is a h,i-éu-s, 
occurring as such only in the nom.-acc. (RV yóh, something like 
‘growth, increase, prosperity’ in the formulae sam yóh and Sam ca yós ca; 
GAv. yaos in yaoz-da- ‘make whole, render intact, restore").!? The deriv- 


10 For the association of Ved. yóh/ Av. yaos- with Ved. ayuh cf., e.g., Thieme, KZ 69, 
176f. (and Mayrhofer KEWAi 3, 27 f. for further references). In the present context, 
however, it is to be emphasized that #yuh and yóh probably do not represent two allo- 
morphs of one and the same paradigm with divergent levelling. 
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atives RV yos-it-, yos-a-, and yós-an- (perhaps made on vfsan-) ‘young 
woman’ also presumably belong here. In the case of h,t-eu-s the R + 
S, allomorphy is that of the oblique of the basic h,öt-u-/h,t-Eu-. This, 
however, leaves open two possible descriptions of the derivational proc- 
ess. Either it was possible simply to extract the oblique of the »-stem 
and suffix it with -s- (as was done with the nom.-acc. to produce ayus-), 
or else the e-grade of the element before the -s-suffix in /i-éu-s is 
there in the very first instance on the model of the simpler R + (e)s 
formations, which show just this structure in the nom.-acc.: kreuh,-s > 
no&ag/ kravih, h,ei-s > aes, men-(o)s!! > pévoc/ mánas- etc. In other 
words, it is difficult to say to what extent the identity of (oblique) A,1- 
eu- and h,ieu-(s) is a coincidence. But it is very unlikely that there was 
ever an s-stem paradigm *h,oju-s/h,ieu-s-es (producing two different 
nom.-accusatives in Vedic itself?). There is even less reason to assume a 
* h,ei-n-s/h,i-u-es- (parallel to hypothetical ker-h,-s/ky-h,-es-). This 
reconstruction will account neither for Zyuh nor for yöh/yaoz-(da-). 
Two independent s-stem derivatives of a single u-stem have to be seen 
here. And what ıs most directly relevant to the question under discus- 
sion right now is that dyus-, the only one of the two for which both 
nom.-acc. and oblique forms are attested, shows apophony in neither 
root nor suffix.? In any case, it seems that this example of a substan- 
tival stem of the structure R + S, + (e)s may have admitted ablaut in 
the -(e)s-suffix within the paradigm, but there is no evidence of any 
intra-paradigmatic apophony in either the root or the -(e)u-suffix. 


42.4 The few other relevant cases point to much the same conclu- 
sion. From meg-oh,-/meg-h, ‘great’ (RV masc. acc. mahám, neut. n-a 
máhi), is derived a s-stem with some evidence of -s/-es- ablaut: nom.- 
acc. meg-h,-s ‘greatness’ (if this may after all be concluded from the 


Latin ius ‘law, legality’ etc. (< jenos) has sometimes been etymologically referred 
to Ved. yóh (e.g. Ernout-Meillet DELL, 330; Walde-Hofmann LEW 1, 733), but from 
every point of view seems better taken as simply the verbal noun to jeu(H)- (Ved. 
yáuti ‘binds, fastens’) with an original meaning ‘obligation’. 

Finally, the interpretation of I-Ir iaus as a neuter s-stem nom.-acc. in a fossilized 
phrase jaus dha- (Gath. yaos ... ( yaoZ] dán& Y Av yaozda-) is strongly supported by the 
parallel I-Ir mans dhä- (YAv mas ... dhä-; Gath., YAv mazda- ‘pay attention’), as 
argued by Schindler, Flex. und Wortbildung, 266. 

Cf. again Schindler, Flex. und Wortbildung, 266. 

12 Doric aiéc (< A,eines) is not evidence for an ablauting (-s-/-es-) suffix in the para- 
digm that gave rise to Ayuh. The Greek form is better taken as the endingless locative 
of an animate h ejuðs (amphikinetic) beside the neuter h,oius of yuh. Cf. Peters 
Untersuchungen, 76f. with further references. 


a 
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derivative RV máhis-vant- ‘great’ = Av. mazis-uuant-), vs. oblique me£- 
h,-es-, leading to a normalized I-Ir. mazh-as- (RV mahas- : Av. mazah-). 
This would again point to apophony in the final -(e)s- at most. 

Similarly RV särpis- ‘melted butter, fat’ beside Greek ÉAqoc 
/ &Xxoc ‘oil, fat, butter’ (Hsch.) may be referred straightforwardly to a 
unitary seip-h,-s / selp-h,-es- with ablaut in the final -(e)s but not else- 
where. And RV arus- ‘wound’, when taken together with OIc. grr ‘scar’ 
(Gmc. *arwiz), points to ar-u-s/ar-u-es- most directly. 

Beside the Greek fem. i-stem xOvic (acc. xóviv) ‘dust’ (kon-i-) 
there is some evidence for an s-stem derivative kon-i-s- in the com- 
pound xovio-oaAog ‘cloud of dust’ and the denominative verb xoviw 
< konis-io/e- (Hom. xoviovteg etc.). This is paralleled by the ken-i-s 
of Latin cinis, -eris ‘ashes’. But the stems kon-i-s- and ken-i-s- cannot be 
combined in a single paradigm. There are no s-stems with o/e root apo- 
phony. What the forms here point to is a primary acrostatic i-stem kón- 
i- / kén-i- of animate gender (xÖvıg, -10c f., but cf. masc. cinis), typolog- 
ically identical to ogni-/egni- ‘fire’ (Lith. ugnis, OCS ogni ultimately 
reflecting ognis; Latin ignis < egnis). The s-stem derivatives are best 
taken as parallel but independent extensions of kon-i- and ken-i- 
respectively (cf. h,oi-u-s vs. h,i-eu-s in Š 42.3). These parallel deriva- 
tives always constituted two separate paradigms. 

The other R + S, + (e)s formations that occur are of somewhat 
less interest since they are limited to a single language and show an 
invariant stem shape. In addition, the R + S, formation from which 
they are derived is often lacking. One may mention here RV ap-n-as 
*possession(s)' along with Av. afnah- (uant-), where the s-formation is 
in Caland alternation with -ont- (Hitt. happ-in-ant- ‘wealthy’) and -e- 
(Hitt. happ-in-e-s- ‘become wealthy’), and which may be described as an 
s-stem derivative of an n-stem which is not itself attested anywhere. 
Similar is the situation of a form like Greek £d-v-og ‘band, nation’. 

Comparable uninformative cases include RV tap-u-s- ‘hot; heat’ 
(cf. táp-u- ‘hot’ on the one hand and tap-as- ‘heat’ on the other), or 
Latin uetus ‘old’ (wet-u-s —cf. Lith. vétusas, OCS vetiíxif'^). The series of 


3 Cf. Schindler, BSL 70, 4. 

14 Cf. J. Manessy-Guitton, BSL 67, 85 ff. 

15 Tt is difficult to justify the often-repeated idea (e.g. Walde-Hofmann LEW 2, 777) 
that uetus is ultimately simply an s-stem substantive identical to Gk. (F)&tog ‘year’. 
Nor is it probable that uetus (Leu, 269, 374) was back-formed to uetustas, since a back- 
formation that results in a unique item (adjective in -us/-us-es > -us/-eris m.f.n.) is 
practically a contradiction in terms. Cf. also Szemerényi ZDMG 101, 204f., Gnomon 
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Sanskrit -4-stems beside -us-stems (e.g. manu- ‘human being’ vs. 
manus- ‘id’) is descriptively comparable, but these are Sanskrit creations 
and not very useful for present purposes in any case. 


42.5 In summary, distinctions in the root vocalism of parallel R + 
S, + (e)s formations are found (h,oi-u-s vs. h,i-eu-s or kon-i-s vs. ken- 
i-s as above), but when this is so, it is not in general necessary (and it is 
sometimes impossible) to take this as the result of divergent levelling ın 
a single reconstructed paradigm. Even where an e-grade in (R or) S, 
may be seen as conditioned by the further suffixation of -(e)s- as $, 
(schematically h,i-u+(e)s > ,i-eu-(e)s-), there is absolutely no rea- 
son to assume that such an e-grade alternated with zero within the par- 
adigm of the resultant R + S, + (e)s formation. It thus remains to be 
demonstrated on some positive grounds that a paradigm like CéR-C-s/ 
CR-C-es-, with the fully ablauting character that the more primary 
CéR(C)-s/CR(C)-és- once theoretically had, was ever possible in the 
first place in these more complex structures. 


42.6 A corollary on the negative side 1s that the justification of a 
ker-h, -$ /hr-h, -es- requires a solution to the problem brought up earlier 
(§ 41.3) in a slightly different connection. Such an alternation, one may 
assume at the outset, is very unlikely to be the direct result of the appli- 
cation of rules that specifically governed the ablaut of secondary (or 
even tertiary) formations and had no connection with primary forma- 
tions. If anything, one would be inclined to view the pattern as originat- 
ing from a re-analysis of ker-h,-s as kerh,-s, parallel to gerh,-s, sterh,-s 
etc. As a result, the apophony of hypothetical oblique grh,-es-, strh,-es- 


43, 668 for the suggestion that Latin uetus is from wetuss <  uetusos, identical to the 
Balto-Slavic forms. But the syncope and inflectional switch would be hard to parallel 
(cf. umerus < omesos, numerus < nomesos(?); X-ger not < x-gesos but analogical to 
X-fer). 'The inflectional rearrangement might be made easier by the assumption of an 
original uetus-i- for Latin (vs, uetus-o- for B-S), but abl. uetere, gen. pl. ueterum, nom.- 
acc. neut. pl. netera not only make an i-stem adjective unattractive (since i-stem inflec- 
tion generally spreads among adjectives in Latin), but are reminiscent, among non-the- 
matic Latin adjectives, only of the comparative (-10re, -iorum, -iora), and thus favor the 
analysis of uetus as a real s-stem. Perhaps one could suppose that just as Ved. tapu- 
‘hot’ made a derivative tapn-s- ‘hot’ whose substantivized neuter (also tapu-s-) func- 
tioned as the adjectival abstract as well (tapu-s- ‘heat’), a *uetu- ‘old’ also made a deriv- 
ative getu-s- ‘old’ (whence L. uetus), and the substantivized neuter uetu-s- ‘oldness, old 
age’ served as the basis of a further derivative uetus-o- ‘old’ (whence Lith. vétusas, OCS 
vetuxu). This must remain conjectural, however, if only because there is no direct evi- 
dence of the *yeru- ‘old’ that is presupposed. 
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would have been transferred to the seemingly parallel secondary forma- 
tion, and its oblique !° would then have become (synchronic) krh,- -es- / 
diachronic kr-A,-es-. But it is unlikely that the secondary s-stem could 


1* One could, of course, put it the other way around and suppose that a kr-hy-(o)s/kr- 
h;-es- had its oblique re-analyzed as krh, -es- (parallel to £rh;-es-, strh,-es-) and that 
this led to a new nom.-acc. kerh,-s (parallel to gerh,-s, sterh,-s). But this will not help 
meet the objection about to be raised. 

17 In some cases it is attractive to assume that a more complex formation was in fact re- 
analyzed (or failed to be/stopped being analyzed), with the result that the apophony 
and/or accentual mobility of more primary formations were introduced into the more 
complex one. For example, it seems plausible that öpyvıa / gyvi (Hom., Ion.) vs. 
öpöyvıa (Pi. --) ‘fathom’ points to the one-time existence of a paradigm ópóyvia. / 
Ópyvtüc, as if < A,régusih, / h,r£usiéh,- (unless doöyvıa results from an assimilation 
of ópyvia to a synonymous *ógoyoc < h,rögo-; cf. (b£x- etc.) Gpuyog (ten etc.) fath- 
oms long’? But the accent alone of ópyuia / ópyvtfj is enough basis on which to make 
the point). The accentual (with or without apophonic) alternation observable here in a 
rather complex derivative whose final suffix is -ih, (Ar(e)£-u-s-ih, = R + S, + S, + 
ih,?) may well ultimately constitute an “imitation” of the simpler type déiu-ih, / diu- 

ieh- (Ved. devi/ Gk. dia) with only R + ih, where the entire concatenation /,r(e)- 
£us-, unanalyzed, has apparently been put on the same level as d(e)iu- at least for 
accentual purposes-if not for apophonic purposes as well-so that the full-grade 
accented first syllable of deiu-ih, has (directly or indirectly) been transferred to give an 
accented (and perhaps full-grade) A, régus-ih, (or at least h,/gus-ih,), while the structure 
of oblique diu-iéh,- is repeated by A, r£us-iéh,- in parallel fashion. 

But (as J. Schindler points out to me) the structure of déiu-ih, could be described 
not only as an accented full-grade first syllable plus zero-grade suffix, but also as hav- 
ing a full grade in (and the accent on) the element that immediately precedes the 
inflectional suffix -ih,. And it is this second possible synchronic analysis of déiu-ih; 
that seems to have been applied to a more complex (R + S + ih,) structure in yield- 
ing piHuerih, Tat’ (if that may be assumed to have been the most original accent of the 
form underlying Ved. pivari, Gk. nieıpa). 

In short, there are cases in which one may at least take seriously the possibility 
that relatively complex derivatives with relatively long derivational histories have ana- 
logically introduced paradigmatic alternations proper to simpler formations of the 
type to which the more complex ones belong. But in the case now in question (ker-h,-s 
= kérh, -s > kéth,-s/krh,-és-? and cf. note 16), the assumption of re-analysis followed 
by the introduction of analogical paradigmatic alternations cannot be convincingly 
supported by parallel cases among ih,-stems because Ved. devi : Gk. Stoe, themselves 
already show that the paradigmatic alternations in question had not yet been given up 
in PIE among ih,-stems, and one may therefore operate with the assumption that 
those alternations actually spread in PIE and/or even in the early histories of the indi- 
vidual languages. But there is practically no way around the conclusion that neuter s- 
stems had at least generalized root e-grade well before the end of the history of the 
protolanguage (and there was probably no suffix ablaut for neuter s-stems in the latest 
PIE either). The spread of such long-defunct alternations makes for a risky hypothe- 
sis. 
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have been derived from the h,-stem(s) early enough that paradigms like 
gerh,-s/£rh,-es- etc. were still the norm (Š 41.3). And even if k(e)r- 
h,-(e)s- were that old, there remains an insurmountable problem: why 
should a formation that is only secondarıly a member of the CeRH-s 
group preserve traces (in Siras- vs. néoac) of apophony that the primary 
members all seem to have levelled out in favor of the nom.-acc. allom- 
orphy? Generalized root e-grade is so consistent (not only in the xoéag 
/ kravíh type but in neuter s-stems in general) that it is difficult not to 
conclude that this generalization occurred already in PIE. It is uncon- 
vincing to suppose on the one hand that the model of the primary 
CeRH-(e)s-stems contributed to the re-analysis of ker-h,-s as kerh,-s 
(and to the consequent installation of root ablaut), but then to suppose 
on the other hand that this model failed to apply when it comes to the 
question of the levelling of apophonic alternations. The implications 
are clear. All things being equal, any neuter s-stem (primary or secon- 
dary) that once may have had e/zero root apophony ought to be 
expected to generalize e there. Those that show zero (types corpus, 
urah, noátoc, x060c as above) seem to be secondary formations from 
derivational bases that had themselves generalized zero grade. There is 
no particular reason to believe that such secondary s-stems ever showed 
e-grade roots anywhere in their paradigms. It is in this light that £f 
h,-os (only I-Ir. as such) should be interpreted. 


42.7 To conclude the summary of the questions raised by combin- 
ing 4£pac and Siras-/sarah- in a single reconstructed paradigm, it may 
be reiterated (cf. $ 42.1 no.2) that krh,sn- itself has some chance of 
having been the oblique of a PIE heteroclite for ‘head’, but there is no 
plausible way of accommodating ker-h,-s (néoag), kr-h,- -es- (Stras-/sa- 
rah-) and kth, sn- (Sirsn-/ xOGhat-) all at once. And then there is the 
question of ihe semantic distinction between xépac ‘horn’ and strah? sa- 
rah- ‘head’ to be dealt with. 


43.1 The alternative to combining ker-h,-s ‘horn (object? and kí- 
h,-os ‘head’ in some such way is to conclude that they are both. deriva- 
tives of -(e)h,-formations (or an -(e)h,-formation) made on ker-, but 
are independent derivatives and have always constituted two separate 
paradigms. This view of these two s-stems, based on considerations 
that are mainly independent of previous conclusions (IIa, b, c), can be 
aligned with these previous conclusions easily and advantageously. The 
general direction of the proposals to follow will be that of taking kér- 
h,-s ‘horn (object)’ to be a derivative of ker-h, ‘horn (material), while 
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seeing kf-h,-0s ‘head’ as belonging with kr-&h, ‘skull, head’ instead. The 
question of the difference in meaning between x&pog and síras- / sarah- 
thus ceases to exist. Morphologically, it is the zero-grade root of I-Ir. 
kf-h,-os that most calls for some explanation. The situation is probably 
more complicated than a straightforward kr-éh, > kf-h,-os (SS 51ff.), 
but there may be a way to connect the lack of root e-grade in the deriv- 
ative kf-h,- os with the lack (by definition) of root e-grade in hystero- 
kinetic r-&h, (cf. &pp- : k*rp-os Š 41.3). It will be suggested later on 
that although there is such a connection, it is only an indirect one 


(S$ 51ff.). 


43.2 A question of method suggests itself at this point. Despite the 
difficulty of combining ker-h,-s ‘horn (object)! and &f-h,-0s ‘head? into 
a single PIE paradigm ($$ 40-42), there are unattractive aspects to the 
assumption that a PIE ker-h, ‘head-bone (mat.)’ and a PIE fr-éh, ‘the 
head-bone (collective)’, formations which already shared the same root 
and suffix, would then also both be further extended by the same sec- 
ondary suffix (-es-), as if parallelism of morphological structure could 
somehow lead by itself to parallelism of further derivation. This may be 
a matter of taste to some extent, but it should be granted that a simple 
ker-h, > ker-h,-s beside a simple kr-(&)h,- > kf-h,-(0)s could justifi- 
ably be considered too pat and symmetrical to be entirely satisfying. 

To anticipate certain points that will be made more fully later on, 
however, it may be said that the apparent (and suspicious) symmetry of 
theoretical kér-h, — ker-h,-s and kr-éh, > kf-h,-0s is both superficial 
and misleading in this form. In fact, putting these two things side by 
side in this way at all is to create a comparative mirage ($$ 44, 57). 


44.1 The specifics of the derivational history of xépag are more 
straightforward than those of Siras-/sarah-, and we may begin with the 
Greek form. It may be recalled that Greek itself presents evidence for 
ker-h, in Myc. kerá ‘horn (material) and kerajo-. The gender of this for- 
mation cannot be directly ascertained, but it seems to be synchronically 
feminine in Myc. ($$ 14, 15, 32.2, 37.10). In light of thıs, it would seem 
completely unobjectionable to propose that this formation served as the 
derivational basis for the creation of a neuter derivative in -(e)s- with 
the meaning ‘horn (object)’-in effect a replacement of some form(s) of 
the type kor-u- (and cf. Gk. 8(-xo-oF-oç $ 3) and/or k(e)r-n(o)- (and 
cf. xo&voc Š 5). 

In general, the suffix -(e)s- ts easily parallelled as a secondary for- 
mant. What is most relevant for present purposes, however, is that it is 
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reasonably well-represented as such among IE body-part terms. The 
typical situation is the one envisioned here for ker-h,-s: the derived s- 
stem is found in only one or two languages while the simpler formation 
from which it was derived is still more-or-less well represented - some- 
times even in the language that has the s-derivative: 


a) root noun h, ëk*- ‘eye’ (RV n(f)yak/nic- ‘downward’ etc.; Gk. 
dual 6008, cpds. in -oy etc.; Arm. pl. ac(&^); L. cpds. in -ox; OCS dual 
oci etc.): ok#-es- (OCS oko/ocese etc.; probable in Skt. aks(1)/ aks(n)-, 
dual aksi, cpds. like an-aks-a- and GAv. as(1-) if this is remodelled from 
* axs(i-) under the influence of usi ‘the two ears’) 


b) root noun k*rp- ‘form, figure, body’ (RV krp-, Av. kahrp- cf. 
S 41.3) : k*rp-es- (Latin corpus) 


c) root noun tyek- ‘skin, hide (RV tvak/tvacam etc.; cf. Hitt. 
tuekka- ‘body, person’) : tuek-es- in AV sürya-tvacas- ‘with shining skin’, 
tvacas-ya- ‘in/on the skin’ and cf. Gk. oóxog ‘shield’ (tuakos —cf. peos- 
GOO) 


d) a series of parallel cases is to be found in forms like Gk. Gvrt- 
“00 face to face < -kr-u-(h,) vs. OCS ¢révo ‘body’ < ker-u-es- 
(S 8.4); 155 Gk. SeA@bs ‘womb’ < g^elbh-u-(h,)-? vs. Av. garabus- ‘new- 
born animal’ < g*lbh-u-s-; this Avestan form, in turn, would seem to 
have had something to do with the creation of a tanus- ‘body’ beside 
tanu- (= OP tanü-, RV taná-), if the locative tanusi (Y. 43.7) is trust- 
worthy after all; although there is no u-stem attested beside RV árus- 
‘wound’ and Olc. orr ‘scar’ (S 42.4), the lack of a suffix -ues- that forms 
substantives points to a segmentation ar-u + (e)s- and therefore to an s- 
stem derivative of a u-stem. 


44.2 The most important example of this sort, however, is kréuh,-s 
(> «oéag, RV kravih), at least in its Greek development. This s-stem, 
certainly of PIE date, is a derivative of the root noun kruh,- jointly re- 
flected by Avestan xr#- ‘lump of flesh’, Slavic *kry/krüve ‘blood’ (e.g. 
OCS kriivi), and Irish crá ‘blood’. Although the Avestan root noun, in 
its one occurrence (Yt 14.33), has a concrete and singulative meaning, 
this contrasts with the Slavic and Irish correspondents, which agree on 


18 One might even consider the possibility of identifying the -es- of OCS crevo directly 
with the -s of &vrı -xov-¢ (cf. $$ 26.8.3, 26.10.2—but also $ 26.8.2 for what would at 
least be a less controversial explanation of the -s of £&yyO-c also applicable to that of 
ÖVTIKPVG). 

? .W-eh, in Dor. 6£A«00? This form is known only from Gregorius Corinthius, however. 
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denoting the substance ‘gore, blood" ?? [*]. This very distinction is made 
within Greek itself, and consistently so in Homer, where the substance 
‘raw flesh’ is denoted by the enigmatic xoé& (synchronically a nom.- 
acc. pl)?! while xp&ag always means ‘piece of flesh’. Now xoéa cannot 
itself directly continue the root noun found in Avestan, Slavic and Irish, 
and the details of its interpretation cannot be accommodated here.22 
But descriptively speaking, the semantic relationship between kruh,- 
‘gore’ (Slav. kry, Ir. cr) and &réuh,-s (ngE&ag ‘piece of flesh") is parallel 
to that between ker-h, (Mye. herd) ‘horn (material) and ker-h,-s 
(xÉpac) ‘piece of horn’ > ‘a (single) horn’. In both cases, the Greek 
situation is that an s-stem derived from a noun denoting a substance 
ends up as the word for a piece of that substance. 

The same relationship has been said to apply” to pairs like RV 
vac- ‘voice, speech’ : vacas- ‘word’, but it is by no means accurate to say 
that all, or even most, cases of this sort show the pattern in question. 
Some pairs even show what is practically the reverse: non-collective Av. 
xru- ‘piece of flesh’ vs. RV kravih ‘flesh’ [**]. What may be retained in 
the present case is simply that the non-collective secondary s-stem 
xQo£ag in Greek goes hand in hand with the non-collective secondary s- 
stem xéoaç in that language. 

Finally, on the subject of the functional difference between kér-h, 
and its derivative ker-h,-s in Greek, it may be relevant that the -aç type 
has spread among animal body parts during the history of Greek. «Gag 
‘fleece’ (Hom.) has replaced an earlier x@(F)ocg (Myc. ko-wo; cf. Hom. 
x@ea, XMEGL). At a later date ö&pog ‘hide’ partly gives way to oag. 
These remodellings may reasonably be thought to have been carried 
out under the influence of xp&ag and xéoac. Similarly, the -meAac ‘skin’ 
of &ovoí-x£Aac ‘inflammation of the skin’ beside xéAua ‘sole’ (to which 
cf. OE fylmen ‘skin, membrane, film’) would seem to result from the 
same general development (cf. in particular ö£pua : 56006). 


? On the assumption that Av. xr-ra-, xrü-ma-, xrit-ta- ‘gory’ are denominative deriva- 
tives of the root noun in question, even Avestan would offer at least indirect evidence 
of xr#- in the meaning ‘gore, bloody flesh’-i.e. the substance. 

21 "The "regular" form xpéaa / xo£à is both rare and restricted in Homer. 

22 In any case, see Sommer, MNHMHX XAPIN, 2, 145 ff. 

2 Schmidt Neutra, 145f. with note 1, for example, gives some instances of s-stems 
derived from substantives. Such derivatives are not themselves infrequent, although 
there is a demonstrable difference in meaning between the substantival basis and the s- 
stem derivative (collective vs. non-collective, or vice versa) only in a minority of the 
cases. 


152 ker-h,-s ‘horn’ vs. bf-h,-os ‘head’ 


In such a context, it might be worthwhile to consider the possibil- 
ity that the choice of -(e)s- in particular to derive the object-word ker- 
h,-s from the material-word kér-h, was partly influenced by kréuh,-s 
too, but at a much earlier date. However this may be, it seems fair to 
emphasize that from the point of view of the relevant derivational pro- 
cesses and the function of the resulting derivatives, the comparison of 
ker-h, > ker-h,-s to kruh,- > kreuh,-s is somewhat more illuminating 
than the bare observation that ker-h,-s (xéoac “horn” and kr-h, -0$ 
(siras- / sarah- ‘head’) share the same root and suffixes. 


45. The discussion of x£pag up to this point has left open the 
possibility (but certainly not demanded) that this formation was created 
only within Greek. In principle, the question of whether or not ker-h,-s 
was already a PIE formation reduces to the question of whether this 
stem Is found as such-and with this meaning- in another language, or 
is at least presupposed by still more complex formations attested else- 
where. In fact, an exact correspondent of x&pag does not occur any- 
where else. As for possible further derivatives, it is the ‘hornet’ words 
(krh,sro-, krh,sön-; see V) that are potentially relevant. But it turns out 
that these are ambiguous enough in the precise details of their deriva- 
tional histories that it cannot be said with any confidence that they pre- 
suppose a ker-h,-s ‘horn’. The result is that this formation may either be 
an old one that was preserved only in Greek or an early Greek creation 
altogether. 


46.1 It remains to mention briefly some details of the further 
developments (inflection, composition, derivation) undergone by this 
formation. Homer has only the original s-stem inflection (xéQac, 
xÉQau, xépo', KEPADV, Xepóágooi ~ xépaoi). So also Ionic, but with 
the switch to -ac, -soç frequently found in literary post-Homeric texts. 
In Attic, however, already in the 5th c. B. C.^ the paradigm was nor- 
mally xÉpac/«xépüt- (e.g. Aesch. frag. 185 xEpücı, E. Bacch. 921 
AÉQü to etc.). The model ‚for this innovation was presumably a para- 
digm like O¢ (< óuhos)/ Q GATOS (< óuhat-) ‘ear’, where the synchronic 
analysis oÖ-G/ ob-at- led to xéoa-c¢/ xeot-at- whence xépüt- with 
accent retracted by pressure from the nom.-acc. «pag. An oblique 


24 Cf. Meisterhaus-Schwyzer, 143 and, in general, Lejeune, RPA 42, 230ff.; Chantraine 
Morphologie, 65 ff.-esp. 67 f.; Schwyzer GG 1, 514£.; Schmidt Neutra, 321 ff. 

25 Cf. Schwyzer GG 1, 515 with note 3 for a different suggestion: xépaa > xepü plus 
-Ta > xépàta. It is preferable, however, to operate with a strictly analogical explana- 
tion and an identifiable model. 
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XEQüt- seems also to exist. If Pi. frag. 166.4 (dactylo-epitrite) is to be 
analyzed (with Snell-Maehler) as D-D, then the line ends |&pydo&®v 
XÉoütGv. Such an oblique would stem from an analogical process 
entirely different from the one that produced Attic Xepät-. One might 
think of neipag : nelopata etc. = “EOS : xépata or neioaco : nelpata 
etc. = xÉoao: : XÉQATO. 


46.2 The various forms in which xépag appears as a first com- 
pound member present no serious problem. The basic expectable 
X£QQ0- (cf. Enog : Eneo-BÖAog, TEAOG : tEÀEO-qÓQoc etc.) occurs, but 
rarely, and not before Sophocles (xepao-pöpog ‘horned’) and Plato 
(X£oao«qoóooc, «£pao-póAoc ‘stubborn’). 

In Homer, the only compound with this first member is xegao- 
ëóoç ‘polishing horn, polishing the bow’ (A 110. ..1 xX£9o0&ó06 || Neage 
TEXTOV +). Comparison with 712 (... | rove TE XÀo10g || fjpaos 
1ÉXTOV +) suggests that xegaotóoç belongs to a large class of expres- 
sions of the shape and position | ou — vu ll that seem to have been 
coined by artificial epic morphological processes specifically to be used 
in this position (cf. A129, © 241; B113 etc. 1 évtetxeov || or = 287, 
G 103 | NEQULTKETOV II). As to the actual process involved, one may for- 
mally compare either the insertion of a “linking” -o- (again for metrical 
purposes) in a case like EXog ‘marsh’ : &A&Ö-Opentog B 776 ‘raised in the 
marshes’ or the substitution of a derived adjective (xeQadc in this case) 
for the substantive (cf. KAto-tpeepng 5 442 ‘sea-bred’).?” 

Given the post-Homeric Ionic 4ép£oc, xEQEM etc., XEOO-NMAGOTIS 
‘praid-maker, hairdresser’ in Archilochus?* is particularly easy to 
explain (cf. the type wévoc : Hom. ugvo-guxñç ‘conforming to one's 
desires’). But the same x£oo- is also found in Attic (A. XEEO-TVNOÜHAL 
‘be butted, tossed about’ etc.), where a xepe- oblique is not found. 
Inflection in -£0g etc. for original -aç stems, however, is not a pre-req- 
uisite for compositional -o-forms in any case (cf. xp&ag : A. xOEOvE- 
yós, Yileas : S. yneoßooxög). 

Just as uévog : wevo- etc. are matched by xépag : xEQO-, it would 
be possible in theory to produce a Xépac : xepe- parallel to uévog : 


26 Chantraine Gramm., 96 with reference to Meister HK, 13 ff. 

27 Risch?, 218; cf. Sommer Nominalkomp, 19f. with 20, note 2 (although I fail to see why 
Owyix£QOG must contain a substantive -X£pwg as its second member if a¢-stem simplicia, 
as second members of bahuvrihis, regularly appear with compositional -o- (-a(h)-o-) 
for reasons that Sommer explains on p.19). 

28 Cf. negdeic, Anacr. and Simon. 
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HEVE-TITÖAEHOG etc. once eve- (: uévo) had been synchronically re- 
identified with uévogc. That this re-identification actually occurred is 
shown by L8evé-Aaoc, made from o9£voç on the model of Mevé-Aaoc 
(as if from u&vog).?” A compositional xeos- produced in this way even- 
tually occurs in Appollonius’ xegeadxis ‘with strong horns’ [*]. 


46.3 The forms of xégac¢ as a second compound member present 
somewhat more variety. There also arises the more basic question of 
what the exact relationship is between the compounds meaning 
‘-horned’ that have some form of xépag itself and those that end in 
-xoaloa (e.g. Hom. ó9900-xoauoa ‘straight-horned’). This will be dis- 
cussed later (§§ 65f.). 

The history of xépag as a second member can be briefly sketched. 
The only Homeric case is the hapax bwixsowv (EXa@ov) at x 158. This 
is clearly a possessive (‘with horns aloft’) and the only plausible analysis 
is therefore -xegah-o- with contraction ? (cf. àyfjpoc, -œv < -ynoah- 
Oc, -ov34). The accent of Öwtxepwv, which agrees with that of the post- 
Homeric compounds in -xepoc, -œv (Hdt., A. Bobxepwg; Pl. Gxzeooc 
-etc.) is analogical in any case.” 

Beside this -xega(h)-o- was made a "normal" feminine (as if from 
-4£pa(h)-à-) at a post-Homeric date. The resulting feminine bahuvrihis 
in -4£pà (B. 18.24 xoDQuxépav dAnudıv, 15.22 dDwixéoav Boðv) are, in 
effect, isofunctional with the compounds in -xeatoa. 

This new feminine in -x£pà was perhaps partly responsible for the 
introduction, by back-formation, of a new masculine type in -X£P0- 
(Hes. vnxepog, Archil. uovvó-x£ooc). 

On the other hand, contracted -xepwg was sporadically transferred 
to -oc/ -@Ttog inflection. The first examples of this are two occurrences 
of masc. acc. öix&owta at Hom. hymn 19.2 and .37. In the second of 
these lines there also occurs ñ6uyéÀ)Àoro, the only form in the Homeric 
corpus that shows the later (Hdt., Att.) dental stem paradigm of yéAwe. 


29 Xeve- cannot easily be deverbative to oOéveiv ‘be strong’ (like Meve- : uévew) since 
oðévew is apparently post-Homeric (first in Aeschylus). Cf. Risch?, 218. 

3° Even if the simplex xegaóç ‘horned’ reflected «oa Fó- (but see $ 47), it would not 
itself be the second member of this compound - cf. Risch?, 88. Sommer, who calls xs- 
ads < xepah-ó- ‘auffallend’, apparently sees the second member as a substantive (cf. 
note 27 above). Neither of these judgments seems compelling. 

3 [t is at least questionable whether compositional -yfjpog (: yfipac) is an s-stem (paral- 
lel to men-stem -aiuov : atua) with an analogical accusative -yfjpov (cf. Risch?, 88) 
because of -o£ff|z : oéfag and -oxenng : oxénac. 

32 Lejeune, RPA 18, 65 ff. 
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This compound in -xg0@T-, unparallelled until very late, may be seen as 
immediately conditioned by -yeAot-, but indirect models for an inflec- 
tion -KEQWC/-KEQMT- were present anyway in YOEM@>s ‘skin’ (Xpwtög 
K 575), iöe@g (t80@ta Hes.) ‘sweat’. 

Meanwhile, x£pag as a simplex had been given an oblique stem in 
-Gt- (especially in Attic), and compounds in -4£oüt-0- appearing in 
Attic authors? (e.g. &-xépatog Pl. +) present no problem. The secon- 
dary oblique occurs without a compositional vowel in bwixéoata 
(nétoav)—Pi. frag. 325 (Snell-Maehler). 

No other types of second members from xépag occur at an early 
date. On the pattern ox&nag ‘shelter’ : å&veuo-oxenńg ‘offering shelter 
from the wind’ (Hom.), oépac ‘reverence’ : Aao-osDfig ‘with the rever- 
ence of the people’ (Pi), one might expect compounds in -x£Qf]c 
(: x€Q0¢) to be possible. Such a compound, with (artificial) epic inflec- 
tion -X£ofjoc / -«eofja (modelled on Hom. -«Afig/ -XAfjoc / -«Afja) even- 
tually turns up in Aratus aiyo-xepfiog, -Xepfja ‘capricorn’. The Öyr- 
xÉQr]c / -4épr1toc mentioned by Choerob. is one step more analogical.*4 

The simplex itself occurs in a few late determinative compounds 
(öt-zepog ‘double horn’ Callix; plant names such as Boóxepac ‘fenu- 
greek’ Nic.). Finally, there are a few sporadically attested compounds 
of the type Öt-x&pauog ‘two-horned’ (Batrach., AP). 


47.1 Aside from the compounds in -xgouga ‘-horned’, which may 
or may not best be taken as showing stems derived from ker-h,-s (IV 
below), the Greek derivatives of 4épag? are not in general illuminating 
from a historical point of view. It is important, however, to discuss x£- 
Qaóg ‘horned’ briefly. This adjective has traditionally been recon- 
structed xegaFóç. and has been compared to L. ceruos ‘stag’ (ker-u-o-), 
W. carw (kr-u-o-), OP sirwis (kr-u-o-), Lith. karve/SCr. krava ‘cow’ 
etc. (S 4). This reconstruction of the Greek form (with these compar- 
isons) already makes xeQadc suspiciously notable in one respect. The 


3 Even though they are relatively rare and late (cf. Sommer Nominalkomp, 18). For com- 
pounds meaning ‘-horned’, -«zp«g remains normal (e.g. Aesch. Boó-, Eurip. tavQ6-). 
Schmidt (Neutra, 367 f.) already pointed out that compounds in oblique -xegnt- are 
very likely to be "learned" analogical formations, and more specifically, he explained 
them either as pseudo-Ionic for -X£püt- or as secondary :-stems (cf. IIb, note 6) with 
the nominative -xepfig as the point of departure (yEAwg : YEAM@T- = -KE0WG : -XEQMT- 
= -X£Qngo : -xepnt-). The -xgofjoc/ -xegña type was also taken by Schmidt to be ana- 
logically created on the basis of a nom. -Xepfic. 

See Frisk GEW 1, 826f.; Chantraine DELG, 518 for a selection. 

36 e.g. Pokorny JEW, 576; Frisk GEW 1, 825f.; Chantraine DELG, 517. 
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forms being compared—from Indic, Latin, Celtic, Baltic, Slavic, and 
(indirectly) Tocharıan-are all substantives. This would suggest that 
PIE ker(h,)vo- was an adjective that happens to have been substantiv- 
ized everywhere but in Greek. 

The decisive objection, however, is that this interpretation of x£- 
Qaóg requires a PIE kerh,u- ‘horn’, which is contradicted by all the 
available evidence that is unambiguous (Š 6). A less decisive objection is 
the syllabification kerh,wo- instead of the kerh,uuo- (> Gk. *x£gouóc) 
that would have been phonologically regular in PIE. 

On the positive side, nothing in the Greek situation particularly 
favors a xeoaFo- over the obvious alternative. Given that the normal 
word for ‘horn’ is xéoac, the most straightforward analysis of the 
adjective for ‘having horn(s) would be xepah-ö- in the first place." 
The non-contraction of the adjective (4x J/ in the phrase ÉAa«ov xe- 
oadv; 1x Od. üpveg ... *epaoí) compared with the contracted com- 
pound vwi-xse@v (from phonologically identical -xegah-o-) provides 
no argument in favor of simplex «eoa Fo-, especially since this amounts 
to a comparison of an Iliadic repeated expression to a form that occurs 
only once and only in the Odyssey. The post-Homeric occurrences of 
the adjective have no independent value. It occurs only in poetic texts, 
where it may well be borrowed from the epic dialect. 


47.2 There is, however, one further form that may be relevant. It 
is found only in Hesychius: 


xápa: até Tugoog TloAvppivioi. dnd l'ogtovíov ... &AAXot É N 
ovx]? Toves ta IIpópata. «ai tv xepo nv. 


The meanings ‘head’ and ‘tame goat’ (indicating a Cretan feminine sub- 
stantive) both point to xá&oà for the actual shape of the word. But if 
there is in addition a homonymous Ionic plural/collective meaning 'cat- 
tle’, its -& would result from contraction. Ionic x&pü ‘cattle’ and Cretan 
x00 ‘tame goat’ could be combined by way of a feminine xagaha/ 
neut. pl. xapahà. The fem. (with contraction to xapà) would have 
been substantivized to a word for ‘goat’ in Cretan, while neut. pl. xapa- 
hà (> xao), also substantivized, became an Ionic word for ‘cattle’. As 
for the xapah-ü itself, one could either assume assimilation of xepah- 


37 Chantraine DELG, 517 (hesitantly) and Frisk GEW 1, 826 take compositional 
-X£QG 0c / -xggoç as from -xeQah-o-, but simplex xegaóg from xeoaFo- (see previous 
note). But cf. already Danielsson Gramm. und Etym. Studien I, 30, note 2. 

38 Latte sch. 2, 41 (note to gl. 755) doubts whether the word really could mean ‘fig’ and 
refers to 412, gl. 762 (xápawv ovxai) as a second example of confusion with xe&ön. 
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& (= fem./neut. pl. of Hom. xepa(h)-ó-) to xagah-& or, somewhat 
more elaborately, one might wish to think of an actual ky-h,-s-o- 
‘horned’ derived from ker-h,-s ‘horn’ at a much earlier stage. All in all, 
the first solution seems preferable in view of xepasög itself. If the accen- 
tuation is x&oü, this would be a case of retraction connected with sub- 
stantivization, and it could well be that the substantivization took place 
after contraction (xaQgahé > xapü - subst. «áo for the Cretan 
form). All this is less than absolutely sure, but if there is a x40& in Cre- 
tan and/or Ionic at all with the meanings reported by Hesychius, and if 
they reflect ‘horned’, a basic xagah-& is the obvious choice. 


IIb. £r-h,-s(e)n- and kr-h,-os ‘head’ 


48.1 In the last section ($$ 40-47), it was suggested that there were 
serious difficulties involved in viewing ker-h, -s ‘horn’ («épac) and kf- 
h,-os ‘head’ (siras-/sarah-) as divergently levelled outcomes of a single 
PIE paradigm. It was concluded from this that there were two deriva- 
tional histories to be described, and a specific proposal for one of them 
(that of xépac) was given. It has already been indicated (Š 43.1) that the 
general direction to be taken ought to be, as it seems, a derivational 
connection between kr-éh, ‘head’ (x&pà etc.) and &f-h,-os ‘head’. All the 
details, however, remain to be settled. 


48.2 The s-stem £f-h,-os as such is found only in Indo-Iranian. 
The sole occurrence of the stem in Avestan is the locative plural sarahu 
(Yt. 10.40). This makes it practically sure that the word was inflected as 
an s-stem throughout its paradigm in Avestan. In Sanskrit, on the other 
hand, the corresponding #as- is found only as the nom.-acc. sg. All 
other forms of the simplex paradigm show a stem Sirs(a)n-. This is 
practically exceptionless in the early language.’ This Sanskrit situation 
is generally considered more archaic than the apparent Avestan one for 
at least two reasons. There is comparative evidence that not only sup- 
ports a krh,s(e)n- ‘head’, but agrees with Vedic in excluding this n-stem 
from the neuter nom.-acc. (§ 18 ff.). Furthermore, the assumption of an 
Iranian paradigmatic levelling of $rras/sr$(a)n- to $rras- throughout is 
favored by the same eventual development in Sanskrit, where a “nor- 
mal” s-stem paradigm of ‘rah (inst. Sirasd, pl. Siramsi etc.) finally comes 
into being. It is important to note at the same time, however, that there 
can be no general argument made in this area to the effect that a heter- 
oclitic paradigm per se is bound to be older than a nonheteroclitic one 
(§ 7.1). 

‘The next task, at any rate, must be the examination of the evidence 
for ky-h,-s(e)n- in Greek and Germanic. The Greek forms present vari- 
ous problems of detail, and their analysis will require an excursus. This 
will be the content of § 49. Afterwards, there will be some conclusions 


1 W-D 3, 315f. 
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to be drawn from a comparison of the paradigm bf-h,-os / kr-h, -s(e)n- 
of Skt. with the kr-eh, / kr-h,-s(e)n- presented by Greek. (IIIc. $$ 51 ff.) 


49. kr-h,-s(e)n- in Greek? 


49.1 What most requires attention here is the variety of forms in 
which this stem appears as the oblique of xápà / xáon, and this may be 
dealt with first. Some of the derivatives of oblique kr-h,-s(e)n-, how- 
ever, are of help in this question, and will be introduced from time to 
time. 

The greatest variety of all is to be found already in the Homeric 
situation. Here are found four different oblique stems to x&on ‘head’: 


1) xoüat- (xodatoc, HOAT, HOĜATA) 

2) xapgnat- (XAONATOG, Kapfatı, xaofjo ta) 

3) xapQnt- (xáontoc, x&onci) 

4) xoüt- (xoü tóc, xoà tí, KEÄTA) 
All of these, in turn, must be related to the synchronically independent 
word xá&or|v-a ‘heads, peaks’ beside xpüv-tov ‘skull’, «paaívo / xoúñnvo, 
‘accomplish’ etc. 


49.2 For the question of the oblique stems, the systematic replace- 
ment in Greek of all neuter oblique stems in -(C)en-/-(C)n- by struc- 
tures in -(C)nt- (descriptively speaking) makes it impossible to tell 
from the Greek paradigm itself exactly what kind of neuter n-stem 
gave rise to xQGaT- etc. here. More specifically, the Greek situation 
alone offers no information concerning the original paradigmatic 
ablaut displayed by the neut. »-stem oblique forms in question, and the 
available evidence thus reduces to Vedic sirsn- and whatever can be 
inferred from it. 

Neuter n-stems that provide oblique case forms? in Vedic appear 
either with zero-grade -(C)n-, or with a syllabic -Can-. The oblique 


2 In general, cf. Danielsson Gramm. und etym. Studien I-esp. 15 ff., 36f., 41 f. This work 
is essentially a monograph on xdoa, x£pug etc., and is mainly useful nowadays as a 
collection of material- Greek material in particular and including attestations from 
late sources. Otherwise, we have here a compendium of practically every IE form that 
has been etymologically referred to the Greek words in question (both those that are 
retained in the modern handbooks and some that are not) together with (partly obso- 
lete) analyses of the entire group. Cf. also Schmidt Neutra, 363 ff.-esp. 374ff.; Leu- 
mann HomW, 159; Egli Heteroklisie, 31 f., 57 f.; Risch, SMEA 1, 61ff.; Peters Untersu- 
chungen, 277 ff. 

The locative, of course, systematically differs in structure from the other singular ob- 
lique cases and is not taken into account here. 


w 
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suffix shape -Can- is regular in the great majority of neuter -man- and 
-van-stems, appearing in all nouns of those two types except those 
made on a root of the shape (C) Ca-. Thus we find pátman(-à), sád- 
man(-as), brahman(-d, -e, -as), vasman(-as), Sakman(-a), kárman(-a, -e, 
-as), bhüman(-a, -as), dhanvan(-a, -as), párvan(-à, -as) etc. In theory, 
the -man- oblique stem allomorph could reflect the syllabic Sievers 
alternant -mnn- (with -van- analogical to this in place of original 
-un-).* But especially in view of the Gathic man-stem genitive -mang 
(YAv -man) < -man-s < -men-s, it is more likely that Ved. -man- and 
-van- are simply the direct continuations of the original full-grade 
-men- and -uen- of the oblique of inherited proterokinetic (-mn) 
/ -mén- and|(-ur) / -uén-stems. No other neuter oblique forms have a 
syllabic n-stem suffix. 

Instead, the remaining neuter -(C)an-stems show a zero-grade 
-(C)n-allomorph in their oblique cases. And it is to this second and 
larger group, of course, that sarsn(-a, -e, -as) descriptively belongs. The 
neuter obliques in -(C)n- can be subdivided into four groups: 


a) While most neuter man- and van-stems, as already noted, keep 
the full-grade shape of the suffix (-man-, -van-) that was original in the 
oblique forms of their (proterokinetic) paradigms, one clearly identifi- 
able group has replaced these -man- and -van-allomorphs with zero- 
grade -mn- and -vn-. These are the man- and van-stems made on roots 
of the shape (C) Ca-. Examples are: dámn(-à, -as), dhamn(-a, -e), námn 
(-a), samn(-a, -e, -as), sndvn(-a). The only Vedic instance of this phe- 
nomenon in a neuter man- or van-stem to a root of any other shape is 
that of RV abl. /ómn-as (with AV inst. /ómn-à). It may also be noted 
that the replacement of oblique (C)Caman-/(C)Cavan- by 
(C) Camn- /( C) Caon- is by no means exceptionless in RV, for one also 
finds träman(-e), dáman(-e, -as), and y&man(-as), which appear simply 
to preserve their original (proterokinetic) suffixal ablaut. Although it is 
unclear why this one set of man- and van-stems should have inno- 
vated in this way, the development is clearly the exception rather than 
the rule for the proterokinetic neuter oblique n-stems in question. 


* So W-D 3, 268. 

5 That -mn- and -vn- are newer replacements of -man- and -van- in these obliques is 
suggested by more than one consideration: 
a) None of the oblique forms of neuter (C) Ca-man-stems shows the reduction that 
occurred in original -mn- clusters (RV gen. sg. äsn-ah = Av. asn-ö, RV inst. sg. asn-a : 
RV nom. afma, Av. asmán- ‘stone, heaven’; Gk. &xwov ‘anvil’; Lith. akmué ‘stone’, with 
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b) Inherited acrostatic r/n stems consistently keep their zero- 
grade oblique suffixal allomorph in Vedic. Belonging here would be 
yak-n- ‘liver’ and probably as-n- ‘blood’.® 


c) The same is true of Vedic reflexes of original amphi- or hyste- 
rokinetic (morphologically collective) r/n stems. Oblique ud-n- ‘water’ 
probably owes its suffixal zero grade (and its zero root vocalism too, 
for that matter) to a PIE pre-form ud-n-(es etc.) in an amphikinetic 
paradigm (nom-acc uedör). 


d) Secondary heteroclitics in Vedic (i/n and zero/n stems- $$ 19.2, 
54) also show a zero-grade suffix in their n-stem oblique forms: aks-n- 
‘eye’, asth-n- ‘bone’, äs-n- ‘mouth’, yas-n- ‘broth’. If, as seems likely, 
these secondary heteroclites were modelled on the original ones (r/n 
and //n stems), and if they were not inherited, but rather were inde- 
pendently created in any language that has them, one possible view is 
that the Vedic examples of the type (aks-n- etc.) show zero-grade -n- 
because they have adopted this feature from their models (asth-n- like 
yak-n-, yüs-n- like ud-n- etc.). The only other possibility is that the sec- 
ondary heteroclites (äs-n-type) were once proterokinetic, but have 
introduced zero-grade suffixal vocalism into their oblique stems along 
with the -man- and -van-stems (namn-, snavn-) that show that innova- 
tion. This second view of the matter, however, is not plausible. There is 


-mn- > -n-. Cf. J. Schmidt, Kritik der Sonantentheorie, 101 ff. Or cf. Ved. karman- : 
virá-karma- etc. with apparent -mn- > -m-, and J. Schmidt, op. cit, 93 ff.; W-D 2.1, 
115, 118; addendum to $ 33.6 above). 

b) Oblique stems in (C) Ca-man- (with a full-grade suffix that both agrees with that 
of the majority of neuter man-stems and is probably original) are still found in some 
instances. 

C) sna-vn-, for its part, must be a recent creation in any case, since it cannot be the out- 
come of an old sneh, -un- with zero-grade suffix. 

In any event, Hittite aman/lamnas ‘name’ does not support the antiquity of the 
Vedic stem shape námn- very strongly. For if the Vedic oblique appears in and of itself 
to be an innovation - and if, more specifically, it is ultimately to be seen as an amphi- 
kinetic (-mo(n) / -mn-es) oblique that has been secondarily associated in Vedic with a 
proterokinetic nom.-acc. (so Schindler, Flex. und Wortbildung, 263) — and if in addition 
Germanic has evidence of an amphikinetic paradigm of ‘name’ (Goth. namö, OHG 
namo, DE nama etc.) that is old enough to have undergone Osthoff's Law in the root 
syllable of the original oblique (nómn- > namn-) and generalized the resulting a- 
vocalism, it is difficult to exclude the possibility that Hittite /aman/lamnas simply con- 
tinues the original amphikinetic neuter paradigm unchanged. 

6 Cf. Schindler, BSL 70, 4ff. 
7 Schindler, BSL 70, 3f. 
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no particular reason why these secondary heteroclites should have been 
proterokinetic in the first place. But even if they could have been, the 
substitution in question (cf. -mn- for -man- in neuter obliques) is any- 
thing but a general development for which any given neuter proterokin- 
etic oblique n-stem might have been eligible in principle. Among the 
neuter man- and van-stems, it affected only a rather restricted and easi- 
ly definable subset. It is consequently better to see the -n- of asth-n-, äs- 
n- etc. as directly imitated from yak-n-, as-n- etc., where the zero vocal- 
ism of the suffix is original. 

Returning to the Ved. oblique sirsn-, the range of possibilities 
remains the same. Either the final suffix has had zero grade ever since 
this oblique stem was created, or else it was a proterokinetic oblique 
(whether krh,sen-, $ffan- or whatever) that has substituted zero for full 
grade. With certain additional hypotheses concerning the morphologi- 
cal analysis and derivational history of the paradigm that ultimately 
gave rise to oblique sirsn-, one could probably make out a case for ori- 
ginal proterokinetic inflection here.? But in the absence of a compelling 
reason to suppose that a theoretical proterokinetic *#rsan- (or *írian-) 
shared the exceptional development seen in some (C) Ca-man- obliques 
(the ones that became (C) Ca-mn-), it seems safer to expect that an 
oblique *sirsan- would have had the treatment more regularly shown 
by proterokinetic neuter n-stem obliques— namely, the retention of full 
grade in the n-stem suffix. And since it would be completely arbitrary 
to entertain the idea of a reduction (*Strsan- to Sirsn-) that had no 
direct connection with the one seen in namn- etc., it appears that strsn- 
was either formed as an acrostatic or amphikinetic (or hysterokinetic) 
oblique in the first place, or else that it was modelled on one of these 
types (all of which have a zero-grade oblique n-stem suffix in Vedic). 


49.3 If, as a next step, it may be concluded that the suffixal zero 
grade of Ved. Sirsn- is an original feature of this n-stem, and if in addi- 
tion the Greek oblique(s) xoāat- (etc.) should really be directly iden- 
tified with strsn-, we would probably do best to suppose that both Ved. 
Sirsn- and Gk. ueaat- reflect a stem of the shape krh,sn-. For proto- 
Greek, this means a paradigm that included the structures: 


€ So now Peters Untersuchungen, 244 under the two assumptions that 1) Gk. xp&at- = 
Ved. firsn- ultimately reflect the oblique of an r/n-stem and 2) that -C(e)r/-C(e)n- 
stems mostly inflected proterokinetically. I cannot subscribe to the first view (cf. 
§ 9.7.2). 
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nom-acc krh,sn-h, 
gen. krh,sn-os _ krh,sn-ön 
loc. krh,sn-i krh,sn-si 


The reconstruction of the nom-acc pl. is based on the principle that 
Greek neuter nom-acc plurals, as a rule, have a stem that is apophoni- 
cally ıdentical to that of the oblique (although there may be an accen- 
tual distinction). And an n-stem nom-acc pl. in -r-h, is probably to be 
considered a Gk. creation, since neut. n-stem nom-acc plurals in PIE 
were probably of the type -ón or -ën (and cf. RV Sirsa ‘heads’). 

In addition, the stem in » found everywhere except the nom-acc 
sg. in the ‘head’ paradigm would have been monosyllabic in the sg. obli- 
que cases, and in the gen. pl. as well. Greek consistently accents atbe- 
matic case-forms of this structure in a characteristic way.? And since the 
characteristic treatment in question 1s itself to be considered an archa- 
ism, it would seem legitimate to assume that the early paradigm sug- 
gested above had something like the accentual pattern that 1s retained 
even much later by members of athematic noun paradigms that are 
monosyllabic without their case-ending. 

Without going into absolutely all the details, athematic neuter sub- 
stantives (and the situation is only slightly different for athematic non- 
neuters) regularly accent the ending in the gen. sg., dat. sg., and dat. pl. 
if only one syllable precedes any of these endings. Thus the familiar 
patterns: 


nom-acc (yóvv) (yOvF-a) (nõo) (ox) 
gen. vovF-öG  (yóvF-ov) x0Q-Ócg  oxat-Óg 
dat. yovF- yvv-ot (App.II,n.2) me- ^ oxat 


This is so characteristic, in fact, that neuter t-stems that have become 
monosyllabic only by contraction- and therefore late-secondarily 
adopt the accentual pattern of original monosyllabic stems. In the word 
for ‘ear’, for example: 


gen. obatog > FMTOG > TÓG 

dat. obatt > *O@ti > Ott odacı > *@ot > wot 

Outside monosyllabic-stem forms ın these three cases, the accent 
of neuter consonant stems is basically simply recessive. This means that, 


in principle, all nom-accusatives (sg. and pl.), no matter how many syl- 
lables they contain, have recessive accent. And although the situation is 


? On this point and those immediately following cf., e.g., Vendryes Traité, 218ff., 178. 
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complicated and partly unclear, the majority of athematic neuter geni- 
tive plurals also seem to be recessive- again regardless of how many 
syllables precede the ending. Finally, all relevant neuter forms in which 
more than one syllable precedes the ending are simply recessive-or 
rather eventually became so. At exactly what stage this accentual retrac- 
tion took place, however, is quite unclear. Found in the end, at any rate, 
are: 


a) monosyllabic but recessive 
nom-acc sg. ox@o, nÕE (“more recessive” than (?oxóQ, *n60) 
nom-acc pl. &otg-a (?),1° yóvF-a / 560F-a; secondary ota 
gen. pl. yóvF-ov / 66oF-ov; secondary tov 
b) polysyllabic and therefore recessive throughout: 
To  uéàv  cxÉoua — yévog  yéoacg  (fF)óáoto 
Nnat- uéAv- TÉouat- yéve(h)- yéoa(h)- (FJaote(F)- 


Applying this general Greek schema to the preforms above in the 
proto-Greek paradigm of ‘head’, one might conjecture: 


n-a krh,sn-h, 

gen. krh,sn-ös — kfh,sn-on 

loc. krh, sn-í krh,sn-si: accent? 
o 2 o o 


The gen. sg., loc. sg., and gen. pl., showing a monosyllabic stem-shape 
in an athematic neuter, might well be supposed to have had or acquired 
the accentual pattern of e.g. yovF-óc, yovF-i, yóvF-ov already at the 
stage envisioned here, since that pattern 1s basically an archaism. In the 
gen. plural, to be sure, the situation is less clear. For the nom-acc pl., 
which is probably a Greek creation (cf. $ 49.3 above), no matter how 
early a creation it may be, the assumption of initial accentuation is prac- 
tically inevitable, if only because of the extreme difficulty of justifying 
anything else— either at an early stage or (even more so) at a later one. 
If, of course, it was already the rule in rather early Greek that athematic 
neuters with polysyllabic stems had recessive accent, then krh,sn-h, 
would be assured in any event. But the situation that gave way to reces- 


10 gotea would belong here 
1) if it is an inner-Greek creation made simply by affixing the normal nom.-acc. pl. 
neut. ending -& to an original monosyllabic oblique stem &oto- (d¢ etc.) of Korne. 
(This oblique eventually became Gotéo-). 
2) if it is older and reflects h,str-h, (which, however, does not seem likely). 
If &otpa most immediately reflects something like Ayastr-h,, then it could be 
recessive because the stem was disyllabic. 
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sive accent for polysyllabic-stemmed neuters might have been mobile 
accent (of the sort preserved by neuters with monosyllabic stems) in 
any case. And this too would suggest initially accented &fh,sn-h, in the 
nom-acc pl. But in the case of the loc. pl. krh,sn-si (and the inst. pl. 
krh,sn-phi as well), it is impossible to tell whether an original (?) mobile 
accent krh,sn-si (krh,sn-phi)) was still there at the stage we are consider- 
ing, or whether retraction in this disyllabic stem had already produced 
kfh,sn-si (kfh,sn-phi). Nor is any really decisive information available 
from any eventually attested dat.-loc. or inst. plural (cf. $ 49.11f.). 


49.4 It is also a view expressed more than once" that the two dif- 
ferent Greek outcomes of (C)RHC (and (C)NHC) depend on 
whether or not the syllabic element was (or rather came to be) 
accented. The general idea is that RHC comes out VR VC, while RHC 
comes out RVC. For the stem in which we are interested, this would 
mean that proto-Greek kfh,sn- became eventual karahn-, but krh,sn- 
became krahn-. Here we may simply note that tracing the disyllabic re- 
flex to accented RHC and the monosyllabic one to unaccented RHC 
seems to work out quite well for the various simplex derivatives of 
krh,sn- that are to be found in Greek. 


a) xoāvíov ‘crown of the head, skull’ (Hom +) may be analyzed 
in more than one way. But a krahn- ‘head’ : krahn-ijo- ‘crown’ looks 
semantically parallel to other Greek pairs like uneög ‘thigh’ : unota 
(neut. pl.) ‘thigh bones’. Elsewhere, one thinks of RV ¿s ‘mouth’ (inst. 
ás-à) : äs-iyam ‘id? and/or L. cor (krd) ‘heart’: Irish cride (krdiion) ‘id.’ 
In addition, xoaviov itself is reminiscent of toxtov ‘hip joint’ and iviov 
‘occiput’: In any case, Xxpaviov presents a combination of the unac- 
cented stem of the derivational basis and an eventual outcome xpühv- 
before an accented -(o- that has parallels. 

xQGaive ‘accomplish, rule’ (Hom +) is traditionally taken to be a 
denominative derived from krh,sn- ‘head’ reflecting krh,sn-ie/o-.2 One 
may either assume that Greek had already imposed recessive accent on 
all present stems when the various treatments of RH occurred, or that 
the inherited accent was still preserved at that stage. In either case, the r 
of Greek krh,sniei etc. would have been unaccented, since a recessive 
accent would have fallen on the z in most forms, and the inherited 


it Rix Hist Gramm Gr, 73f. But cf. also Peters Untersuchungen, 29. Whether CRH,C 
comes out CV, RV,C or CaRV,C in Greek in the first instance is not crucial to the 
present point. a : 

12 Semantically, this krh,sn-(ie/o-) is comparable to the krréh, of xaga-(5oxéo)- $ 23. 
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accent for such a denominative would have been on the -ie/o-suffix (cf. 
RV udan-ya-, uksan-yá- etc.). Here again an unaccented krh,s(n)- has 
become xpäh(av)-. Once vohav- developed in the present, it would 
serve as the basis for the (re)formation of the aorist as well, and 
xonnva (as if with xpühav-h- from accented * kfh,san-s-) is thus of no 
use as counterevidence. 

xXpüvíov and xoàaívo are apparently contradicted only by the 
Hsch. gloss xoava xeqadAn. But it is not entirely certain that this word 
really existed (cf. Latte Hsch., ad loc.). 


b) Doric xapavos ‘chief’ (Xen.) appears to reflect a kih,sn-o- ‘(the 
one) at the head’ (cf. also Cret. PN Kagavoc, Collitz-Bechtel 5016.3, 
Bechtel Hist. Personennamen 513). The form is presumably xápüvog 
then, and this is supported by the (necessarily Aeolic) word xüpavvog 
: quoted by Hesychius. The analysis kih,sn- -o- ‘(thing) on the head, head- 
gear’ makes perfect sense for Hesychius’ glosses xexoúpoAoç ‘hair net 
and xofjósuvov ‘head-wrap’, but the word is also said to mean Épupoc 
‘kid, goat’ and Cquía ‘damage(s), penalty’. The first of these is no real 
problem (cf. Š 49.6 c), but the second meaning suggests at best that a 
homophonous word ultimately belonging with xáovn: Cnuía and/or 
the *xéoac of xepailo, &xépoiog (S 24.5.4) has been included here. 
This seriously diminishes the value of the whole lemma, however, and 
nothing much ought to be based on its interpretation. 

Another form found only in Hesychius, and transmitted with an 
accent that would support the view that it is accented (C)fA,C that 
gives (C)apa C, is xapápa: xepadn, apparently reflecting kfh,sreh,. For 
the further analysis of this form see SS 61f., 70.4. 

An allegedly Cretan xapavó: tijv aiya, also quotable only from 
Hesychius, if it has anything to do with rh, sn- in the first place, would 
seem at first glance to show an unaccented and therefore unexpected 
xaoahv-. But this is not worth much, since the form is almost sure to be 
a relatively late endocentric feminizing (or exocentric feminine) deriva- 
tive in -Ó (automatically oxytone) that simply repeats the xagahv- (or 
xapüv-) of the derivational basis (on which cf. $ 49.6c with ftn. 21). 


13 Equally untrustworthy (though irrelevant to any role played by the accent in the 
xapoahv- / xoàhv- distinction) is the Hsch. lemma xgavía: 1ó6&ov. eióog ðévõgov. nE- 
pixeQaAata, under which are combined (real or imaginary) words related to kr-n(o)- 
‘horn’ (cf. the use of xépag for ‘bow’), xo&vov / xg&vguo, ‘cornel-cherry tree’ (an 
entirely unrelated word-cf. L. cornum), and xo&voç ‘helmet (itself also glossed xe- 
guxepaAata by Hsch.). No useful information can be extracted from all this. 
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c) Compounds that show a reflex of krh,sn- or krh,sr- are less 
likely than simplicia to furnish trustworthy information about whether 
the accent might have been the factor that conditioned karasC- vs. 
krasC- in these forms. In the first place, it is far from clear that the vari- 
ous compound types in Greek have preserved the accentual characteris- 
tics with which a given type was inherited. And if they have changed 
the place of the accent, it is difficult to know whether this happened 
before or after the rh, (> apa / OG) treatments. In addition, it is a com- 
monplace that stem shapes originally possible only in simplicia can 
eventually find their way into compounds (e.g. xatw-xüpo, $ 27). We 
may therefore simply note that where the stems krh,sn- and krh,sr- are 
found in Greek compounds, they occur as second members, and the 
great majority of the cases combine the outcomes -xpühv- and -xoaho- 
with an accented first member. Examples include bahuvrihis like xa- 
tóy-xoävoç ‘hundred-headed’ and 6996-xoatoa ‘straight-horned’ (cf. 
S 65f.), the type vaó-xoàoog ‘captain’ (which might also be a bahuvrihi 
-$$ 61, 70.5), and governing compounds like Ent-xpüvov ‘capital’. In 
addition, it is difficult to see either -xpo1LE0 or -Xpüpo- as simplex 
stems introduced into these compounds because no such simplicia are 
found, and it would be possible to view -4Qàvo- as such only if Hsch. 
»eüva-under a) above-is genuine. The indications offerred by 
-XPOLEO, -XPÜPO-, and -«oàvo-, however, appear to be invalidated by 
the existence of a series of compounds in -xagnvos (e.g. Hom ovdAo- 
x&Qonvoc ‘wooly-headed’) if these are taken to show that Greek bahuv- 
rihis in X-krh,sno- could develop not only to £-xpühvo- (£xatóy-xoà- 
voc etc.) but to X-xapahvo- (> x-xüpävo-) as well. But while 
-4patoa, -xOGOO-, and even -Xpüvo- are unlikely to be simplex stems 
later used in compounds, there is an obvious simplex that could have 
been employed in this way to produce the -xaonvo- compounds. This, 
of course, is Hom. xáonva in the meaning ‘heads’ ($ 49.6). 

Finally, it may be noted that it is not absolutely necessary for pres- 
ent purposes to insist upon the accent-conditioned view of the two out- 
comes of (C)RHC in Greek. It will become clear in any case 
(§§ 49.5 ff.) that the di-syllabic treatment was in fact what happened in 
the nom-acc pl. and in the gen. pl. as well. It will also prove necessary 
to suppose, however, that the monosyllabic treatment occurred some- 
where in this paradigm too. And the oblique cases that should have 
been historically ending-accented are practically the only place left for 
this to have happened. 
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49.5 To the extent that conclusions may be drawn from the deriv- 
atives that point to x&pahv- vs. xpühv-,!* the Greek paradigm for 
‘head’ would have become: 


sg: (krah, > wá&pü 15) pl: kfh,sn-h, > napahva 
krh,sn-ös > xoāhv-óç kfh,sn-ón > xapahvoav > 
xapähvov 
krh,sn-í > xgähv-i (krh,sn-si/-phi) 


Of the singular oblique forms with xgähv- plus accented endings there 
is no direct trace. But purely in phonological terms, the plural x&gpah- 
va. /xapgáhvov could be represented by forms of the type (Hom.) 
4&or|va / xaofivov. To make this the actual historical interpretation of 
these forms requires 


1) that xüpnvo originally meant ‘heads’. 


2) that the paradigm xdonva / xagfjvov was a neuter n-stem par- 
adigm to begin with, and not thematic. 


3) that only the plural forms that show xaQr|v- are original (the 
singular being xáoà / noühv- in the first instance). All three seem prob- 
able or at least plausible on the basis of the particulars of the usage and 
appearance of xáonva / xagfivov in Homer. 


49.6 It is generally recognized in any case! that x&pnva simply 
means ‘heads’. As far as Homer is concerned, this is borne out by 
periphrases such as Bo@v ipdıua xáonva (V 260), °... mighty head of 
cattle’ etc. (cf. 1407). The other major meaning of xáor|va in Homer 
is ‘peaks (of mountains); towers, citadels (of cities)’. That this is simply 
a metaphorical usage of ‘heads’ is plausible in any case, but becomes 
especially clear from a comparison of two phrases like: 


A 44 etc. Bñ dE xar OvAbUTOLO xápnvao ... 
and Y5 xpatòç an OvAduno ... 


14 Even if it is assumed that these derivatives all got their karahn- or krahn- from the 
underlying ‘head’ paradigm itself, this would still indicate that both outcomes were 
represented in that paradigm. For present purposes nothing further is required. We 
may note, however, that krahan(-ie/o)- (> xoaaívo) cannot easily have a krahan- 
from the krh,sn-paradigm. 

15 As in all Gk. neuter nom.-accusatives, the accent has been retracted here. 

16 See LSJ, sv xapnvov. 

17 This usage is seen transferred to humans as well (A 158, 500). 
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The interconnected hypotheses of a neuter n-stem in xáonva and 
the limitation of the treatment x&pahv- (> xdonv-) to the plural are 
supported by the following: 


a) In the Iliad and Odyssey there are no singular forms showing 
xapnv-. This is consistent with the view that the treatment xagahv- of 
kfh,sn- was in fact in order only in the plural. On the other hand, there 
are no Homeric forms unambiguously showing xaonvo- at all (neither 
singulars nor clearly thematic plurals like Hes. xagjvotc). Without 
counting wholly repeated lines more than once, nom.-acc. «&onva 
occurs 14 times in the /liad and Odyssey, gen. xagfjvov 4 times. No sin- 
gular form and no clearly thematic form occurs until the Hymns, where 
xaprfjvov, which is both, first appears (HH 8.12, HH 28.8). It remains 
rare thereafter. This pattern of attestation, observable for none of the 
other Homeric stems (xoàat-, xagnat-, xoüt-) that furnish plural 
forms meaning ‘heads’, suggests that xagíjvov is back-formed!* to 
véva / -ov. If so, the plurale tantum status of xáonva is most easily 
explained by interpreting it as the original plural of x&gü that has been 
replaced by a newer paradigm based on other stems (several such as far 
as Homer is concerned). 


b) If this is the correct historical view of x&onTvo / -œv it is an 
archaism — obsolete and preserved only by virtue of its presence in tradi- 
tional material. This in turn would lead one to expect it to occur mainly 
in a severely restricted member of types of line-segments. With a single 
exception that proves the rule, the nom.-acc. xáonva occurs in only 
two ways in the Miad: 


1) at the end of adonics. E.g.: 
I 407 || čavðà xáonva + 
A 158 || ninte ee 4k 


2) at the end of the |... # segment. E.g.: 
B 869 Joined xápnva # 
B117 = 124 Ixatévos náonva ++ 


This distribution of nom.-acc. x&onvo is also observed in all six occur- 
rences of the form in the Odyssey (all six are of the second type above) 
and in ten of the eleven in the Hymns. 

The sole exception in the Miad is itself instructive in a way: 


A 500 # &v6póv ninte x&onva.... 


18 So, e.g., Frisk GEW 1, 788. Cf. Egli Heteroklisie, 31 f. 
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where inte xáonva also occurs as an adonic (A 158 above). In a case 
like this, it may be possible to argue indirectly (despite the fact that the 
actual phrase in question occurs once in each spot) that it is meaningful 
to speak of a "transposed" adonic. This might be said partly on the 
grounds of other cases of || — o xáonva +, but also with support from 
examples like: !? 


... Mpata návta |... 4x vs. ... || quota návta + 26x 
... aimds ÖAEdpog |... 2x vs. ... || ainds O) e8ooç # 23x 


Such arguments cannot be pushed too far, but it seems fair to say that 
A 500 does not seriously interfere with the general statement that 
xáonva occurs only under a limited number of circumstances. 

The genitive xapgíjvov is of even more limited occurrence, 
although it appears so rarely over all that this is not necessarily very 
suggestive. There are three occurrences in the Miad (one of them a line 
that is found four times?°). The position is always ... |xaofivov ll ..., 
and in fact all occurrences are essentially identical in their four first 
feet: 


+ pf ded xaT OVADUTOLO xapf|vov ||... 


The same is true of the single Odyssey occurrence (2x). This genitive 
does not appear in a different position until its only occurrence in the 
Hymns (H. Dem. 449): ...'|uav OVAöuNOLO xagfjvov +. And even here 
it is still the same phrase. In short, xaofjvov does not exist in Homer 
outside of a single phrase with essentially one position. 

The plural paradigm xágnva / xaoñvov, therefore, seems limited 
and predictable enough in its Homeric usage to be consistent with 
' viewing it as an archaism that has been retained along with the tradi- 
tional material that contained 1t. With respect to its restricted status, it 
contrasts at least with the oblique forms made on XpäTt- (see below). 


c) Outside Homer, there is one additional small piece of evidence 
pointing to a xáoahv- (n-stem) ‘head’. Although far from conclusive, it 
seems worth mentioning. This is the gloss Eoupos ‘goat, kid’ included 
among the meanings of xágavvog in Hesychius ($ 49.4). Such a form 
with this meaning cannot be connected directly with (back-formed) 


‘9 For additional examples (and some showing the reverse proportions) with discussion 
of the question in general, see J. B. Hainsworth, The Flexibility of the Homeric Formula, 
48 ff. and 137 ff. (Table VID. 

20 [n addition, there is no essential difference between the 4x-repeated line and one of 
the other two (H 19). 
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xáonvov, both because it cannot have been back-formed from a neuter 
plural and because it means the wrong thing. Nor is it at all likely to be 
yet another derivative meaning ‘horned’, because a stem kyh,sn- (> Gk. 
«Xapahv-) as such with the meaning hon rather than ‘head’ is found 
neither in Greek nor anywhere else. But if xáonv-a is in fact an n-stem 
plural, it could be supposed that xapahv-a in the meaning ‘mountain 
peaks’ has served as the basis for a derivative x&pahv-o- ‘(found etc.) 
on the peak(s) which, with substantivization, has become a word for 
‘mountain goat. It would then be a derivative comparable to 0600 
‘water’ : 000-0-c ‘(found etc.) in the water’ > “water-snake’.2! 


49.7.1 It would seem plausible then to conclude that the original 
plural of xáoð (< kr-éh,) was Xá&oahv-o (< bfh,sn -h,) and that this 
very form is continued by plurale tantum xüpnvo. This still leaves the 
stems XOQAT-, KAONAT-, KANT- and «oàt- (and their relationships - his- 
torical and otherwise - to one another) to be accounted for. The discus- 
sion of xäpnvo leads us to take up the stem xaont- first. 

In the "synchronic grammar" of the epic dialect, in which the 
establishment of paradigms may be said to depend upon the metrical 
and positional characteristics of the members as much as it does upon 
their morphology, we would have no hesitation in establishing the fol- 
lowing paradigms, where the members match each other in both metri- 
cal and morphological shape: 


Sg.: Xpà tÓc, xoü tí Sg.: xo&a toc, xoóáatt 


pl.: «oótov, 4oàoí(v) pl.: ze&ata 


sg.: KAPTIATOG xapfjatt 


pl.: xaphata 


21 yápavvoç ‘goat’ is in turn reminiscent of another word given by Hesychius: xapavó 
tijv atya. Kofjvec. On the one hand, one could simply suppose that xapavó is an 
endocentric feminine of the same karahn-o- that could lie behind xápavvoc ‘goat’. In 
that case, one would see a Cretan *xágüvogc ‘goat? (= Aeol. «&pavvoc) : xapüvó ‘she- 
goat’ parallel to &vdownog : àvOponó ("yovn naga Aá&xooctiw- Hsch.). 

Alternatively, xapavó may itself be an exocentric derivative directly made from 
xagahv- ‘peak’ (cf. dAgit- : KApıLT® ‘old woman covered with flour, bogey-woman’). 
Formally, an exocentric -Ó derivative from a thematic xapahvo- would also be possi- 
ble (cf. züuıvog ‘oven’ : xauivó ‘oven-woman’), so that xapavó could have been 
derived from a xügüva- / -œv ‘peaks’ that had been re-interpreted as an o-stem. 

For a different interpretation, see Peters Untersuchungen, 243 note 195: kerh,s- 
(H)no- > kerano- > karano- > xapuvo. 
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But if we were to collect the forms belonging to the U — = “paradigm”, 
the result would be “suppletive”: 


sg.: naprtog (later xapfivov), x&oTrL 
M KÄPTIVO, xapvov 


Yet there can be little doubt that this collection of forms, a hodge- 
podge from the morphological point of view, has every right to be con- 
sidered an epic "paradigm" in the special sense attaching to that notion. 
The reason for this goes well beyond the bare fact that the forms share 
a metrical shape. It may be recalled ($ 49.6b) that xáonva is basically 
limited to the positions 1) || — u xáonva + and 2) í To xdonva +. 
This cannot be unrelated to the fact that the following instances of 
x@oTtoç / xapvov and Xüpntt, a small inventory in any case, appear 
in precisely the same position and in one of these two types of seg- 
ments: 


7 7 


O 75 ... | émévevoa xáonti # and H. Dem. 466 ... | énévevoe 
XÓQTTLi + 
C230 = wy 157 ... l| xàó 68 x@oTtoç + 


HH 8.12 | aw poto xapfjvov + 


There are no other occurrences of xágortoc and xáont. For xagfjvov, 
which never occurs in the epics themselves, there is only one other 


attestation (HA 28.8): 
¿oouuévoç ópovotv Jår &ðavátoio xapf|vou + 


This shows neither an adonic nor a 1 ... # segment, but the parallelism 
of this to our one example of “out of place” zzoñnvov ($ 49.6b) at H. 
Dem. 449 is unmistakable: 


¿oouuévoc ó Mée ' nart ODADUTOLO xapf]vov + 
On the basis of these specific agreements in behavior, one could, as just 
suggested, view xágpmtoc/xagfjvou and xágmt as associated with 
xáonva/ -œv in a synchronic Homeric “paradigm”. 


49.7.2 As to the historical interpretation of this situation, xagń- 
vov has already been dealt with ($ 49.6a). We may follow the tradi- 
tional view that it is a back-formation made from the earlier-attested 
and always more frequent plural forms as if they were thematic. An 
investigation of the details of the positional characteristics of xapńvov 
only confirms this view. 
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For x&entog and xáont, the essential facts are 1) that each is a 
hapax, 2) that the oblique stem xaont- as such is consequently singu- 
lar only, and 3) that they differ not at all from the much more frequent 
xX&Qnvoa. (as against Xapfjvwv) with respect to the kinds of segments in 
which they appear and their position within those segments. This leaves 
open two main possibilities. 


a) xaOnNT- is the epic version of an oblique to x&oà that actually 
existed at one time in some "natural" Greek dialect. Under this heading 
could come a xäpät- with (Ionicized) metrical lengthening and a 
xX&poü(h)&t- with both contraction (to xapàt-) and Ionicization.? In 
the first case, the metrical lengthening of a hypothetical «&pü&t- might 
itself have been partly motivated by the (occasional) need for singular 
forms with the metrical shape of plural xáonva, and the association of 
singular xaQnt- with plural xaenv- would then be self-explanatory. On 
the other hand, a «&oà(h)&-, unusable (without metrical lengthening) 
until it had contracted, would (after contraction) coincidentally present 
a metrical structure (u — ~>) comparable to xapnv-,* and this would be 
what led:to its being used under the same conditions.? 


b) x&ent- is entirely an artificial creation of the Homeric dialect 
that was produced precisely in order to fill the need for singular forms 
that scanned like x&enva, but not produced by rearranging a “genuine” 
Xüpüt- or x&p&(h)&t-. In this case the exact process by which xaont- 
was formed remains to be discovered. 


49.7.3 Neither of the hypotheses under a) above is very satisfac- 
tory. A 4ügüt- would have to reflect krh,n- (> xäpd- with eventual 
remodelling of the usual type in Greek to xögät-). But such a stem 
finds no support anywhere. It is krh,sn- to which both the comparative 
evidence and the unambiguous Greek forms (xpàaívo, w&pavvoc, 
x&onTvo) point. 


2 


N 


xdontoc technically occurs in both € 230 and y 157, but the two lines are identical 
word for word. 

In similar fashion, Risch (SMEA 1, 61) suggested that Hom. xaonat- represents a 
*yagaat- that has been not only adapted to the meter, but Ionicized (‘im Vokal an 
xüpn angepaßt’) as well. Cf. $$ 49.9.1f. below. 

Before contraction, of course, it would not present such a structure. Nor at that point 
could it be made to present it. 

For reasons that will become clear from the discussion of the alternative Homeric obli- 
que xapnat- ($$ 49.9.1£.), KapnT- cannot be taken as contracted from xagnat-. 


2 


w 


2 


d 


2 


wu 
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As for xăpð(h)ðt-, the only reasonable source for such an out- 
come would be kfh,sn-/kfh,sn- with an accented root and the treatment 
shown ($ 49.4) by «&pàvoc, x&pavvoc and x&onva itself, but with sub- 
sequent substitution of the -at- stem x&oahat- for the original »-stem 
x&pohv- / xapáhav-/ xapáha-. This, in turn, would mean that xap&- 
hat- was originally a plural stem, since kfh,sn- (> nápahv- etc.) would 
be found in the first instance only there ($$ 49.3—5). But the only two 
forms ever found with the stem xäpnt- are both singulars. And this is 
not only a statistical point: a xap&hart- remodelled from xapahv- or 
the like would have been the replacement of that very xdeahv-, and 
this makes it difficult to suppose that xapühat- got its start as a plural 
stem and was generalized to the singular in contracted form in a couple 
of instances. In that case, we certainly ought to find at least some plural 
forms of the shape v — = showing contracted xaQmnt- (i.e. *xdonta / 
*xaontwv). Otherwise, it would be necessary to adopt the highly 
unlikely theory that xapahat-, the new form of xagahv-, became 
Xa püt- / xaont-, the metrical equivalent of xaQr|v-, and then was able 
to serve as the basis for singular forms with the shape of the old plurale 
tantum, but never once was able to oust the very form in the epic dialect 
that it had ousted in some “natural” dialect. It would, of course, be 
impossible to say what "natural" dialect this was, because nowhere out- 
side of Homer does xópà/«xóáon have any oblique -(a)t-stem but 
“x0Gt-. In addition, there is the small problem of the accent in a xágnt- 
< xapdat- (below), and the much messier problem of the timbre of 
the supposed contraction vowel. It is scarcely enough to say simply that 
it is “Ionicized” ?6 — especially in view of unmolested xoàat- and XpüTt- 
(on xagnat- see below). 


49.7.4 In contrast, there is no difficulty whatever if x&ontog and 
xQONTL are viewed as artificially created for the express purpose of sup- 
plying xáonva and xagíivov with metrically equivalent singular forms. 
The agreement of these singulars with these plurals with regard to posi- 
tion and segment-type would be practically a matter of definition then. 
So would the limitation of xagnt- to the singular. Such a view would 
also provide an immediate explanation for the extreme rarity of this 
stem and for its complete disappearance (or rather absence) from post- 


26 On the “Ionicization” of putatively pre-Ionic epic forms in & to n cf. in any case Mei- 
ster HK, 168ff.-esp. 171, Chantraine Gramm., 17 ff., note 23 just above. See also 
note 6 to IIb. 
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Homeric Greek. These last two advantages are not offered by the al- 
ternatives just discussed. 

As to the actual form taken by this artificial formation, there 1s in 
any case little choice but to describe xagnvov (Hymns only) as the suc- 
cessor to xüontog (Od. only-cf. xágnt M. only) as the special epic 
gen. sg. associated with plural xáonva/ -ov. In other words, it seems 
that there eventually came a time at which xagfjvou : xaońvov was 
better motivated than the earlier xapntog : xapnvwv, but this was 
apparently not yet so at the relatively early stage represented by the 7/. 
and Od. themselves. In short, the seemingly trivial and, one might 
think, almost inevitable process -a/-@v > -ov was clearly no more 
attractive (early on) than the alternative that was chosen instead. This is 
consistent with what was said earlier, where it was suggested that there 
is reflected in the epic tradition a stage at which xapahvo (or its out- 
come) was an obsolete?’ but recognizable plural of xáon itself (S 49.6), 
and had been retained in Homeric language mainly because it served a 
purpose- namely that of providing nom.-acc. and genitive plural forms 
in the v — > “paradigm” (§ 49.7.1) of apa / xágn. 

But if there was a paradigmatic relationship, at least for the rela- 
tively early users of the epic dialect, between xó&goà /xág singular 
and xápàva / xápavva / xáonva plural, and there arose the technical 
problem of introducing an oblique singular form into the kind(s) of 
expressions developed by the tradition around this nom.-acc. plural, 
there is every chance that this could have been done by morphologi- 
cally basing the new singular with the structure u — * on 469 / xágn 
itself. This was, after all, the very nom.-acc. sg. with which the special 
epic gen. and dat. sg. were meant to be identified. 

For the creation of an oblique modelled on xáoā (neuter), the 
obvious model is the large class of neuters in -& : the -ua / -uat- forma- 
tions that included a fair number of body-part terms (e.g. aia ‘blood’, 
Séoua ‘skin’, óuua ‘eye’, otóua ‘mouth’, and o@uo ‘body’ itself). The 
pair (OTOU-)a : (otöu-)atog would lead directly to (xág-)&/n 
(x&o-)à/110c. The accent of x&orntoc/-t is in this way the inevitable 
result of the analogical process, since all neuters with oblique -(u)at- 
have recessive accent. The -n- is also self-explanatory, for whether 
“XAONT- was first formed by Ionic or non-Ionic poets, the oblique would 


7 i.e. replaced by xpüuta and then xota ($ 49.8). 
23 Although perhaps not necessarily for those very same people as speakers of their own 
contemporaneous "natural" dialect. 
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only make morphological sense if it repeated the vowel of the nom.- 
acc.?? 

On the other side, we might wonder what factors led to the choice 
of this expedient rather than the simpler-seeming 4óonva/-ov > 
xaQpf|vov / *-~@. One possibility is that at a relatively early date, there 
was still some reality to a plural paradigm that reflected (the outcome 
of) xápahva -xapoáhvov -xoühéoci-xoàháqti and this inhibited its 
identification with the type -a/-Wv/-OlOL/ otc, a pre-requisite to the 
back-formation of -0V/-® in the singular. Similarly, x4eahva : xápā 
(for as long a time as this had the status of a relationship within a para- 
digm) would not invite comparison with -a : -ov, a different (but also 
sufficient) pre-requisite for the development in question. [*] 

It 1s impossible to be certain about this, but it stands to reason that 
the thematic interpretation of x&pnva/-@v would have become more 
and more likely as time went on. At a later stage, there would be poets 
for whom xoà(h)áot (> xoàoí) had been completely referred to the 
paradigm xáo1 / «o&tógc (see below), and for whom xáonva / -œv were 
isolated epic forms constituting a defective, separate lexical item-a 
kind of synonym of xpäta / «oátov, but one that lacked correspond- 
ents of 4pà tóc, xpü1í etc. For such poets, «a pfjva / -œv : 4apfjvou was 
in fact a better-motivated set. [**] 


49.8 The result of these considerations is that the Homeric stem 
“xaonT- can tell us nothing about the actual development of the inher- 
ited oblique stem krh,sn- after it had become Greek sg. xpühv-óc/ 
-(£ : pl. xaoahv-a/-wv, xoàha-ot/-qt. It goes without saying, of 
course, that this formation (like all Greek neuters with n-stem oblique) 
became an -at-stem. The exact channel for this development need not 
concern us here. The interesting thing is that, unlike other paradigms, 
this one seems to have included two different shapes of the original n- 
stem: xoàhv- and xagahv-. There may thus have been the opportunity 
for the creation of both a xoa@hat- and a xagahat-. 


29 More precisely, xapnt- itself was of course not created by non-Ionic poets. What is 
meant is that a pre-Ionic epic x&gü@ / X&pà- (analogically based on the -(u)a./ -(u)at- 
neuters), if inherited by Ionic poets, could have had its nom.-acc. replaced by Ionic 
xäpn-and that the continued or repeated application of the -(u)a /-(u)at- model 
would lead to the replacement of epic oblique x&pät- by xáont-. If «&pnt- was first 
formed by Ionic poets, the model was the same, and its -n- is still a direct consequence 
of the manner in which it was formed. I now see that this analogical model was 
invoked to explain xáont- by Meister HK, 194. 
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There is some question of whether the second of these possibilities 
ever really materialized ($ 49.7.2—.3; $ 49.9). 'The first of them did. Just 
as Skt. oblique zdh-n- ‘udder’, yak-n- ‘liver’ etc. correspond to Gk. o08- 
at-, HN-AT- etc., Sirs-n- would correspond to xoàh-at- and this is the 
form to be recognized in Homeric xoàat-oc, -u -a. This stem, with 
-&0- uncontracted, in a hiatus dating from the loss of intervocalic -h-, 
would seem to be an archaism even if it is allowed that there is a 
morpheme boundary there? The circumstances under which «oàat- 
appears are consistent with this. There are only two forms with this 
stem in the iad, and one in the Odyssey: 


= 177 BAT xoüa tog ||... 


T 93 ... ll xodata Baíver 
x 218 ... || xoGatt tists 


With contraction, xpöat- became xoāt- (outside of Ionic?!), and it 
is this oblique stem that is most frequent and least restricted in Homer. 
KEUTÖG, KEÜTL, xpüta, xpátov and xoüoív are all found, occupying 
three different positions in the Miad and the same three plus two more 
in the Odyssey. These forms may be considered the “normal” ones, but 
at the same time there is reason to suppose that they have belonged to 
the epic dialect for quite some time. In the first place they play a role in 


` 


some repeated structures (e.g. # xoaTtTÒç dt —  — u ). Phonologi- 
cally, they would seem to be Aeolisms which the Ionic tradition pre- 
served without “normalization”.>? 


3° The morpheme boundary in xg& + at-, however, would presumably not have been an 
especially sturdy one in view of nom.-acc. “Qa. 

3 xoärt- could be the phonologically regular outcome of xpülh)at- even in Attic if one 
chooses to depart either from the traditional relative chronology of Att-Ion 4 > 4 
fronting and a(h)a > á contraction or else from the traditional view of Attic rever- 
sion (cf. note 6 to IIb). But even if the oblique xpät- of the tragedians is a genuine 
Attic form (and not simply an epic borrowing), one might think of supposing that an 
eventual Attic paradigm x&gü / *«ont- (immediately after reversion of the traditional 
kind) was partially regularized to *«&oà /xpàt-. But nothing in particular positively 
points in this direction. 

In Ionic, xeahat- should have developed to xonat- > xosàt- / xoqt-. But there is no 
secure evidence for this Ionic oblique. Zenodotus reportedly read xontóç (schol. to 
A 530), but this is not likely to represent anything genuine-especially since no such 
reading is mentioned for any other of the 15 occurrences of gen. «pa tóg in the J and 
Od, nor for any of the 10 7//Od occurrences of dat. xpati at all. If this is put together 
with the absence of xont- from post-Homeric Ionic as well, and the occurrence of dat. 
x&or already in Theognis (1024 JEG), it could mean that xágr| was either defective or 
an T|-stem fairly early on in Ionic. This would help explain the retention of xp&at- and 


3 


N 
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The oblique forms in xoüt- include a xoGta at 9 92 which seems 
to be an accusative singular: 


Ay OSVLVOEÙG xa tà KOATA xaAXowyuevoc yo&aoxegv 


From this passage, the gender of the form cannot be concluded. A neu- 
ter accusative singular would be very hard to justify morphologically, 
but Sophocles has just such a form: Philoct. 1001 xo&v &uóv 143’ 
(acc.)- cf. Philoct. 1457 todudv ... xpüt (nom.). On the other hand, 
Ion (frag. 61) has a masculine tov «oüta (cf. nom. xoc Sim(m). 4, acc. 
pl. «p&tag E., fem. gen. xpätög E.). Given that the normal nom.-acc. 
remains x40 in tragedy, the starting point for a xoðta of indetermi- 
nate gender could be the 9 92 occurrence itself. The line describes 
Odysseus covering his own head out of grief on hearing Demodocus 
sing of the war at Troy. As such, xoãta is necessarily accusative, and 
singular in sense, but ambiguous as to gender. This passage, however, is 
the second time within a very few lines that Odysseus is said to cover 
himself to hide his weeping. The ... nota xaAvwáuevoc yo&aoxev + 
of 9 92 is essentially a variation of 9 85, which has xdAvwe Së «xoAà 
noócoma +, with the nom.-acc. neut. plural 1966007 referring to 
Odysseus’ own (single) face, the usual Homeric usage with 110600740. 
The two descriptions have other elements in common: 


Q 85—6 ... NOAADWYE SE HAAG 1oóooza 
atdeto yàp Dainuas dw Ógobot 6óxova Azífov 


4 92-3 ... AQü ta KOALWÖHEVOG YoGaoxev. 
Ev? QAAouç u£v návtac £AávÜUave 6óxova Ací(pov 


It would seem plausible that || Saxova Asißwv in particular is simply 
repeated in 9 93 from 9 86. We might therefore suspect that xoà ta in 
9 92 was actually meant to be the accusative plural of xon / xoàütóg 
used with a singular sense on the model of npöoon«a in the first 
description only seven lines earlier. Later readers, however, could easily 
have been misled by the singular meaning into re-interpreting the form 
as a morphological singular— either a masc./fem. t-stem with accusative 
ending - (whence 1Óv xeäta in Ion, acc. pl. xp&tag in E., and eventu- 
ally Simm. nom. «oág etc.), or a neuter acc. sg. with a final -a that 
would have been comparable to the neuters in -ua and the idiosyncratic 
herpa (thus nom.-acc. xoüta in S.).? [*] 


XQüt- in Homer and the creation ($$ 49.7.2 ff., 49.9) of xdent- and xoprjat- (both 
analogical in such a way that they repeat the n of nom.-acc. xüpn). 
3 [now see that this explanation, in its essentials, was given by Schmidt ( Neutra, 376f.). 
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49.9.1 As already indicated, the plural allomorph xdoahv- of this 
stem, the one underlying xüonvo, could in theory have led to a xapa- 
hat-. It has also been suggested (§ 49.7.3) that an alternate oblique of 
this shape need not be assumed in order to arrive at an explanation of 
Homeric xäepnt-. For the last Homeric oblique, namely xapnaTt-, a 
hypothetical xaoahat- is also superfluous: 


a) Forms showing this stem are reasonably well represented. 
Although there are none in the Odyssey, the Iliad has five examples, and 
there are two additional ones in the Hymns. One factor that begins to 
clarify the status of xaonat- is that all such forms (with the shape 
U — u v) provide a unit ending in a dactyl between the trochaic caesura 
and the bucolic diaeresis: 


| xagńatoç I ¥ 44; | xaonate || T 405, X 205, H. Dem. 169; H. 

34.16; |xapfjaxa. Il P 437 

b) Furthermore, five of the six xaonat-forms occur in phrases 
that are extremely close to one another semantically, and are syntacti- 
cally parallel as well. This is immediately clear for évéveve |xaonatt || 
(X 205) together with ENEVEVOE | xagńaT ll (E. Dem. 169 and H. 
34. 164). But Nuvoe eoi ll (T 405) is not very different, and even 
évioxippavte |xaorata. l| (P 437) conveys essentially the same idea. 

c) From a different point of view, one could go on to compare 


E 205 dvéveve | xapnarı | 
H Dem./H. 34 &n&vevoe | xagfjou | 
with ($ 49.7.1) | O75 I &névevon XENTI + 
H. Dem. 466 | ENEVEVOE XAONTL + 
This would suggest seeing a single expression here that makes use of 
two different obliques in order to be “mobile” between two positions. 
d) At the same time it is to be noted that beside 

(T 405) uoe 1 xoprjartı || we find 

(© 308) Muse xden | 
And this, in turn, brings up the fact that 1 u d is precisely the posi- 
tion in which nom.-acc. xüpn almost always occurs (especially in the 
Iliad”). Sometimes the remainder of the line containing áon is of 


34 These two lines are structurally parallel, but not identical. 

3 To this placement of xáon there are only two exceptions (K 271 and P 200 = 442) in 
over two dozen occurrences (counting all instances of A x&on í «XouóQvt-ac / -EG as 
one). 
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7 S ` a ` 
the structure | — — vu — > st. Just about as often,’ however, it is 
7 


|vvl-vu--#. 


49.9.2 Combining these four observations, we might venture the 
hypothesis that  — U |xapfjat v Il is a positional alternative for a cer- 
tain kind of expression (c) that was created around the traditional hab- 
its already associated with the much more frequent nom.-acc. x&on (d), 
and more specifically created by taking advantage of the frequent type | 
x60N | uu || (d). For this reason, the xagnat-forms, with one excep- 
tion, occur in only one kind of expression (b). This view of the status of 
xapnat- would lead one at least to suspect that this stem could be an 
epic creation rather than a re-arrangement of a "genuine" xapaat-. An 
additional but separate consideration points in the same direction. 
There are a number of forms with the metrical structure and position 
| v 7v v Il that do in fact appear to be artificial epic creations, formed 
within the Homeric dialect for the express purpose of filling the very 
slot (jo — O v Il) in question. They, like xaonat- (a), are found there, 
but nowhere else. 

Such cases are quite numerous. To mention only a couple that are 
rather closely related (semantically) to the xagnat- situation, uévomov, 
the normal form of the word for ‘forehead’ in Homer (u£étonov, 
IL£TÓtO, HETWTA) and thereafter, has about eleven independent occur- 
rences in the // and Od. Twice, however, is found the otherwise 
unknown by-form uet@nov: 


A95 ...uetózuov || óE£i Sovot 
[1739 ... uevóraov || ét Adi 


Descriptively, this is an artificial coinage intended to be used in the 
j v — v u || slot, and it is not found elsewhere. In this particular case, 
the genesis of the form becomes perfectly clear as soon as one com- 
pares these lines with E 73: ... xata ivíov || ôtéi Sovet +. There can be 
little doubt that ivíov || ‘occipital bone’, which is not itself an artificial 
formation at all, supplied a morphological model for wetm@muov |l, a 
form of uétomov that could supply the desired dactyl at the diaeresis. 

Similarly, noócomov / neöowna ‘face’ once (H 212) has a dat. pl. 
190ooó74ao1 || and once (o 192) an acc. pl. 100067aa ll. This time, the 
epic analogical process can be stated somewhat more rigorously as 
yoðva : yobvata : yobvaoı = medcana : X (1000674010) : Y (1000- 


. . tr 7 7 2 s 
** Once again, all instances of | x&pn |xouöwvt- have been counted as a single one. 
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mao). But there is also a metrical dimension to the development: we 
find yoóvaxa || in eight of the ten occurrences of this nom.-acc. and 
yoóvaot || three times out of four.” 

It is not difficult to see the > parallelism between peigh tial ll etc. and 
cases like | pEtantSv ll, |nedoandtä ll, |ngöohnäct ll. Since there are 
no paradigms of the type nom.-acc. -V/oblique -V-at-, we cannot 
write an analogical proportion that would produce xaenat- in a strictly 
morphological way? But neither is it possible for yer@nov-— 


?:ivíov = LETMTMOV : HETWTLOV 


The creation of oblique xagnat- would have to be visualized as some- 
thing like: 
yobvata |l. (cf. > neos@nate. İl) 


t A 
| xaoatı || 


(S 49.9.1 d above) | xéo v v || 


Finally, there is a single occurrence of elided xapa (A 309). As 
such, its metrical shape guarantees that it will not behave in the same 
fashion as xagfjat-oc / -1/ -a. At best, there might be some expectation 
that elided xagfja9' would take its cue from «x&onva / xáont (u — v), 
but this too is ruled out by definition as soon as it is recalled that 
xá&Qpr|va / xát (S 49.7) are found only at line-end. The line in which 
xagphað occurs, moreover, is completely non-formulaic as far as one 
can tell (at least insofar as its three main segments have no parallels 
individually - much less as a group with the syntax of A 30929). In view 
of the correspondences among the xagnat v forms in position (a, d 
above) and syntax/semantics of the actual phrases in which they appear 
(b, c), this single isolated xaonja® will not seriously interfere with the 
interpretation of the oblique xagnat- suggested above.“ 


? But yoóvaot ll only 2/11! 

38 The closest potential model would be something like yóvu : yOvF-at-. But it is far 
from exact, and would place the creation of xagnat- at a fairly remote stage. 

39 (c Goa noxva xapfjad | dp’ "Exrtogı Il Sáuvato Aa@v (A 309). Only the middle seg- 
ment recurs as such—and only twice. The adonic is completely unique: neither is there 
another case of || (serb) Aa@v +, nor of || Sauva v — — # (especially not with the sub- 
ject of the verb occurring all the way back in tbe first segment). 

40 As a vl for... xapa? o ... is found ... xóágriva dp’ ..., which is not to be accepted 
as such, both because of the hiatus that would result and because this placement would 
be unparallelled for xw&onve. But putting the transmitted xagńať and xdonva 
together, we might consider the possibility of an idiosyncratic xaonvat’—i.e. a xagń- 
vata that would be to x&pnva as 1poodonata to 1060070 or yoóvata to yoðva. 
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49.10 Different in kind from the n-, t- and at-stem obliques is the 
peculiar neut. nom. plural that appears at H. Dem. 12: 

TOD xai AO tis ERATOV x@oo, || EEETEMDxEL 
The form is unique except for an apparent voc. pl. xáoā in Sannyrion 
(frag. 3 Kock-trimeter), a parallel of dubious value since the passage 
(as short as it 1s) is clearly a parody of tragic and/or epic diction. On 
this basis, in any case, it has been assumed that the underlying shape of 
the form is xoà (rather than xá&oà with hiatus at the bucolic diaeresis 
in the H. Dem. passage), and it has even been suggested * that the form 
represents xägah-a (: *xüpag < kth ;-5), in effect a Greek correspond- 
ent to I-Ir. krh,- os. One form in a Homeric Hymn plus one probable 
imitation of such a form ıs not really enough to support this view, how- 
ever, and others have therefore tended to see xáoa in H. Dem. 12 as a 
peculiar nonce formation, pointing especially to the inexact but perhaps 
sufficient similarity between H. Dem. 12 and A 109:*? 


LA ? , m 5 e 4 ^ 
TOD «£pa. £x HEPOAATIG | £xxoogxXó 00900. TEQUXEL 


The creation of x&pa would then be especially closely related to the 
appearance of x&pa in a passage of similar content, and one could even 
produce a sort of inexact analogical xegäTt- (Attic!) : xépa = xaont- : 
XóQQ, noting in addition that in late epic, Hom. (etc.) xeat- beside 
Hom. x9àa- seems to have supplied the model for a “distracted” xeo- 
&at- (Nic, Arat., Q.S.) beside xepät-. The creation of xáoa would 
then result from an earlier interaction between the same two words, 
and in the opposite direction. But there is essentially nothing certain 
here.* 


49.11 In summary, then, the situation in Homer is that xáon has 
two artificial obliques, both of which (xaent-, xaenat-) repeat the -n 
vocalism of the Ionic nom.-acc. The expectable at-stem remodelling 
(xohat-) of the expectable original oblique stem in the singular 
(Xpàhv-) appears in both uncontracted (xpühat-) and contracted 
(xpàt-) form, but only in a non-Jonic phonological shape. In addition, 
this remodelled oblique, theoretically at home only in the singular in 
the first instance, has already been made the basis of plural forms as 
well (xoóa xa, xodtwv). On the other hand, the original shape of the 


4 Cf. Schwyzer GG 1, 583. 
42 See Richardson HHDem, ad loc. 
45 Cf. also IIb, note 6 and IIIc, note 10. 


ky-h,-s(e)n- and kr-h,-os ‘head’ 183 


stem that originally was found only in the nom.-acc. (and gen.?) plural 
(namely x&pahv-) is still reflected there too (x&env-). Finally, nothing 
indicates that x&pahv- (pl.) ever underwent remodelling to *xagahat-. 
As far as the "genuine" forms are concerned, the following is the pic- 
ture recoverable from Homer: 


sg. X&pà pl. «ápohv-a./ noáhart-a 
xo&hoa-oc xoodhv-ov / «oàhót-ov 
xo&hat-(£)t 


As for the dat. and inst. plural, Homeric xgäotv (JL) is entirely am- 
biguous. It could either continue the absolutely original krh sn-sí 
(> xgüháht > xoüháci > xgdot) that would have belonged with 
kfh,sn-h, (> náonva), or it could be the normal and predictable dative 
made for xoühoto or xota. The distinction becomes unrealistic in 
any case as soon as xpühert- is created. Nothing whatever can be con- 
cluded from xedteo@t (K 156) except that it belongs with xpäta syn- 
chronically and was presumably made on the model óosoo! : ópsoqt 
= xodtecot : X,“ although it may be noted that xpärtecot is not itself 
found and, what is more, -£001 datives that would end up with the 
shape — — v are generally less in favor than their alternatives in -ot (- 
v). 

49.12 The Homeric situation cannot be substantially clarified by 
Mycenean evidence in this case. There does appear, in Ta 722, the inst. 
pl. of x&pü in the phrase e-re-pa-te-jo ka-ra-a-pi re-wo-te-jo ‘(inlaid) 
with ivory heads of lions’; and, in Ta 708, the inst. pl. of what must be a 
determinative compound: se-re-mo-ka-ra-a-pi ‘with se-re-mo- heads’. 
This form has drawn attention * from two points of view. The first is 
its relationship to se-re-mo-ka-ra-o-re* in Ta 714. This we may leave till 
later ($63.2). The second is the writing, in both cases, with -ra-a- 
rather than the -ra-a,- that one might expect as the representation of 
-raha- in xoüha(T)- or the like. 

On this basis, E. Risch * suggested that the Myc. form actually re- 
flects kra,-r n(t)-. As such, this pre-form could only give *rapa(t)-, a 


44 So Risch, 361. 

4 Cf. Chantraine Gramm, 206. Since xpüteootı is not attested and might not be expected 
in the first place, and if one is therefore disinclined to accept this analogical explana- 
tion (-E001 > -£091) of xpátsoQt, one could consider the possibility of seeing xoá- 
TEOQL as a direct replacement of a genuinely old metrically required 4oühat-qt (or its 
immediate outcome) —if indeed such a form ever itself existed. 

46 Risch, $MEA 1, 63; Perpillou, KZ 88, 230, note 1; Peters Untersuchungen, 239f. 

47 Risch, SMEA 1, 53ff. 48 Risch, SMEA 1, 64. 
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syllable too short for the Myc. form. If the suggestion is modified, 
however, a krh,-n- > xaQav- / xQàv-, followed by a purely mechanical 
replacement of -v- by -at- would produce a x&oüüt- / xpàat- without 
-h-. But several objections to this can be made. Among other things, the 
instrumental itself would have the vocalization krh,-n-(bhi) in the first 
instance, so that the (remodelled) result of krh,-n- there would require 
additional assumptions. In addition, this hypothesis requires that Greek 
had both an oblique krh,-n- and an oblique krh,-sn- (to account for 
xó&Qonva, xoàvíov etc.) despite the fact that only the second has any 
support in Greek *? or elsewhere. 

In any case, it has been suggested more recently ° that the pre- 
form of ka-ra-a-pi did indeed have an -s-, and that an argument for this 
is the Myc. writing itself-for it is unlikely that two like vowels that 
never were separated by -A- would still be uncontracted in Mycenaean. 
As an explanation for the "premature" loss of an -h- that was once 
there, it has been alleged?! that -h- was lost earlier between like vowels 
than otherwise. Whatever one may think of this, it is not necessarily 
supported by ka-ra-a-pi. There is always the possibility’? that the Myc. 
plural paradigm was still xápahva / xapühvwv / «o&héo/ xohágpi 
(S 49.11) or its immediate outcome and that xpähagyı simply became 
xpàaqot by Grassman's Law. However this may be, the best pre-form 


49 As to my own explanation of both xagíjat- and xoáat- in the 1976 version (cf. 
Preface and $ 9.4) as analogical but genuine forms with no etymological -s-, it will be 
clear that it is in the analysis of the formations that may be schematized (e) rh,s(e)n- 
(and &(e) rh,sr(o)-; cf. IV, $$ 60ff.) that the present treatment diverges almost com- 
pletely from its predecessor. Although some of the items already discussed (e.g. Hitt. 
kará- (uar), (kit) kar, L. cernuus) have been analyzed and/or aligned with one another 
in a fashion that sometimes differs a good deal from that of the earlier proposals, the 
actual items reconstructed so far (kor-u-, k(e)r-n(o)-; J ker-h,, kr-eh,) remain the same. 
From this point on, however (starting with Hom. XOGAT-, Xoüt-, KÜHTIT-, xaofjat- as 
reflexes of krh,sn- and analogical by-forms of such reflexes), most of the particular 
analyses suggested here will represent a complete departure from what was proposed 
earlier, and the items attributed to the protolanguage (along with their suggested deri- 
vational histories) will differ in essential ways as well. 

Perpillou, KZ 88, 230 note 1; Peters Untersuchungen, 239 with note 189. 

See previous note. 

In the hypothetical paradigm given here «pàhác/xpühóqi are intended as rear- 
rangements of xpähaot/xpühapi by Wheelers Law. These forms (cf. § 49.3) might 
also have been xapáhaoı/ xapáhaqı, but the basic point would remain unchanged. 
This possibility was pointed out to me by J. Schindler. As to the question of whether 
Grassman's Law might not have been post-Mycenaean altogether, a complete discus- 
sion is obviously impossible here. But it may be noted that the arguments I know of 
that have been advanced in favor of a post-Mycenaean date either depend on the 
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for ka-ra-a-pi would seem to be krh,sn-bhi, and since this could already 
be concluded from the Homeric evidence, the situation described above 
need not be modified in any serious way on the basis of this form. 


50.1 Outside Greek and Indic, the forms that are of direct rele- 


vance to the question of ky-h,-s(e)n- ‘head’ (neut.) are Germanic.** 
OIc. hjarsi ‘crown of the head’ (masc.) reflects kerh,se/ö(n),® a pre- 
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assumption (less than self-evident) that Gk. # could condition deaspiration as well as 
undergo it (e.g. Ruijgh Études, $$ 21, 30: 9chóg > *tehög > *<*góç expectable with a 
pre-Myc. GL), or else depend on taking certain inscriptional spellings with two aspi- 
rates as evidence that GL really had not yet applied (or taking them this way if and 
always if the form in question has two etymological aspirates in the first place). Of this 
last kind is the case made for a late GL by D.G. Miller (KZ 91, 143ff.). If it is legiti- 
mate to single out from the considerable body of material presented by Miller only the 
relevant forms on a single Attic inscription (IG P? 76— Miller, p. 145). I do not see why 
it is impossible to see &veĝéðE (for “regular” &vgré98 = åvetréðn ‘was dedicated’) as 
produced by a combination of the general (if sporadic) tendency to assimilate aspirates 
plus the presence of ĝe elsewhere in the paradigm of this verb (ti-de-uev, E-de-uev, ë- 
O£-to etc.). If this combination of phonological and morphological factors can plausi- 
bly be thought to have made a double-aspirate more likely than the assimilatory tend- 
ency alone, then the non-assimilation of other forms on the same inscription (A88v- 
aia, &yaðá, xaðánxeg) can be explained as lacking morphological motivation - and so 
can the forms in the inscription that simply appear in their regular post-GL shapes: 
tüyxıota (with an analogical aspirate available only from the synchronically unrelated 
Battwov), xoðõv, and —more importantly - &vaviüéva (since there is no regular 8 in 
the paradigm). The other cases of descriptive double aspirate in this inscription 
(hödev, hiegopdvtéc, Evdavdot-cf. żvðaððev etc.) are explained by Miller in the 
obviously correct analogical way. As a result, it seems unnecessary to make compli- 
cated abstract assumptions about the failure of GL to apply in the case of &vedEédé. It 
is perfectly workable to suppose that this form is a partly phonologically and partly 
morphologically motivated by-form of the åvetéðn that could have been the one and 
only phonologically regular form already centuries earlier. (We may leave aside the 
question of whether the ĝe in question here might even be merely graphic.) If it should 
turn out (and I have little idea at the moment whether it would or not) that a majority 
of the double-aspirate writings of the kind collected by Miller are in fact cases in 
which analogical factors (in addition to the phonological one) are identifiable, the use 
of such spellings in support of a late GL would be decisively excluded. At the moment, 
it seems at least possible to suppose that GL had applied (at least once) by the time of 
the Pylos Linear B tablets. 

On the Balto-Slavic forms that point to an apparent krh,s(ö)n- ‘hornet’ cf. V ($$ 73 ff.) 
below. a 

If the Olc. form is a direct reflex of anything, it would be the reflex of a krh,sen. But 
that is only because the outcome of -&(n) seems to have replaced that of -ö(r) and 
-ö(n) in all Olc. masc. nom. singulars. Cf., e.g., Brugmann Grdr? 2.2, 125; Prokosch, A 
Comparative Germanic Grammar, 251; S. Gutenbrunner, Historische Laut- und Formen- 
lehre des Aisl., 100f.; Jasanoff, Beeler Studies, 377; but also Szemerényi Numerals, 157 ff. 
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form which draws attention both to its gender and to its root vocalism. 
At first glance, the masculine gender could be the result of a mechanical 
switch of the type observed in WGmc cases like OHG/OS namo, OE 
nama ‘name’ (masc.) vs. Gothic namo (neut.)59 As far as the root e- 
grade 1s concerned, one would then say that this original neuter for- 
mally continues a PIE amphikinetic neuter collective, and in that case it 
might be theoretically possible to suppose that the root e-grade results, 
at an early stage, from the imposition of the apophonic characteristics 
of more primary amphikinetic paradigms% on this more complex one, 
simply (and secondarily) analyzed kerh,s-ön (e-grade + ö-grade in the 
nom.-acc.—cf. $ 42.6). It would then be in this shape that the form 
eventually would have become a masc. n-stem. In an account like this, 
the Vedic n-a neut. pl. strsa(ni) which ultimately reflects the very same 
collective, would be taken either as showing that the new root e-grade 
was optional, or as having been levelled at some stage. Naturally, this 
all depends upon the admissibility of switches in NGmc. of the type 
exemplified for WGmc. by the word for ‘name’,® and it might prove to 
be safer to take Ajarsi as a masculine of longer standing. 


50.2 In that event, one might simply compare the type (t&pua n. :) 
TEQLOV m. etc. (Š 34.4), and assume that beside krh,sn- ‘head’ (n.) there 
was created, at an early date, a masculine kerh,s(ö)n- with just about 
the same meaning. The explanation of the root e-grade would remain 
the same as that just given above for a putative neut. collective. 

But whether the formation seen in Ajarsi ‘crown’ was neuter or 
masculine in the very first instance, it would be necessary to assume 
that its meaning underwent specialization from ‘head’ to ‘crown of the 
head’. It is worth noting, however, that the difference in meaning 
between krh,sn- ‘head’ and kerh,sö(n) ‘skull, crown’ is great enough to 
leave room for another possibility. A semantic opposition like ‘head’ : 
'crown' 1s expressed in some other cases by a given substantive (e.g. Gk. 


5$ ‘This is only meant to imply that the switch of (originally collective) -&/0C formations 
from neuter to masculine is otherwise known in Germanic. 

37 i.e. e root + 0 suffix in the strong cases, zero root + zero suffix in the weak ones, and 
zero root + e suffix in the endingless locative. Cf. IIc, note 29. 

55 The admissibility of this view is in any case not enhanced by cases like OIc. vang: (m.) 
‘cheek’ : OE wonge/OHG wanga (n), which only represent divergent n-extensions of 
original a-stems (cf. OE wang in this case and hnakkr ‘neck’ beside Anakki within Olc. 
itself). So too OIc. ekli (m) ‘ankle’ : okla (n.). 
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uneög thigh) and a derivative of that substantive (unoto ‘thigh- 
bones’). For that matter, one could even compare Gk. xapahv- /xoahv- 
‘head’ itself vs. xoGhv-to- ‘crown, skull’. 

On the morphological side, there are a few cases in which a mascu- 
line substantive of the structure X + on (where X itself is a nominal 
stem) has a “locatival” function (‘found in/on X?) that is semantically 
reminiscent of what is observed in the case of kerh,sö(n) ‘crown’. A tho- 
rough treatment of this phenomenon is not possible here, but we may 
cite a couple of examples that would at least appear to fit the descrip- 
tion of X + on derivatives with "locative" function, and indicate that 
the possibility of classing kerh,son ‘top of the head’ among them seems 
a perfectly open one at the moment. 


50.3 Clearest is the pair dhegh-öm 'earth'*? (Hitt. tekan, Gk. y9Óóv 
etc.) : dhgh-(e) m-ön® (L. hemd, Lith. zmuö, Goth. guma etc.) (found, 
living, etc.) on earth’ > ‘human being’. The general rarity of formations 
in -On- with a precisely comparable function weighs against simply re- 
constructing a "free-floating" suffix -(e/o)n- which just happens to 
make locatival derivatives.9? It therefore would seem more satisfactory 
from the very outset to attempt to relate this relatively rare combina- 
tion of form (-ön-) and function (locative) to a specific and somewhat 
exceptional set of circumstances. This may be done in this case‘ by 
noting that the Vedic paradigm of the m-stem ‘earth’ includes, in the 
oblique singular: 


59 See Schindler, Die Sprache 13, 191 ff. for phonological and morphological details. 

6° The analysis dhgh-(e)m-Hon-, with the possessive suffix -Hon- (K. Hoffmann, MSS 6, 
35 ff.), ‘*having > occupying the earth’ would make perfect sense, but is excluded on 
phonological grounds, since it would be difficult to get to Lith. Zmuó from a (dh) ghm- 
Hon-. 

61 OL. hemo directly found in hemonem (P. ex Fest., 100M) and probable in any case in 

nemo (ne-hemo). Cf., e.g., Leu?, 101, 364; E-M DELL, 297. The relationship between 

hemo and homo (to which cf. O. humuns, U. homonus) is yet a further question. 

A "substantivizing" -(0)n- (type Gk. Xrpaóv : otpaßög, L. Rufo : rufus, OLith. 

pirmuó : pirmas etc.) would at the very least require unnecessarily complicated further 

assumptions here. 

The view about to be presented was the subject of so many discussions (and debates) 

between J. Schindler and myself that I feel compelled to say at the very least that it is 

presented here in a better form than would have been the case without those criticisms 

and suggestions. But naturally I do not wish to imply that Professor Schindler neces- 

sarily endorses any particular aspect of the following proposals much less in the pre- 

cise form which they take here. 


6 
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á 
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g.-abl. jm-ah (cf. Av. zamo) < dhgh-m-és 
inst jm-4 (cf. Av. zama) < dh£h-m-éh, 
loc.1 ksam-ı « dhgh-ém-i 
loc.2 jm-án < dhgh-m-én 


There are, in effect, two different locative singulars. The first of them is 
simply the original endingless locative of the basic amphikinetic m-stem 
expanded by -; in the usual way. The second, however (jman), to all 
appearances, has an additional -an formant and locative function.‘ [*] 

The coexistence of a locative in -en to the basic ‘earth’ paradigm 
and an -on- derivative with locatival semantics to the same paradigm 
naturally suggests drawing some connection between them. One might 
think of the scheme: 


€ 


dhesh-öm ‘earth’ — dhgh-m-én ‘on earth’ — dhgh-m-ön- ‘a 
human’ $e 


50.4 In this view, the substantive that finally results has the status 
of a derivative without suffix (§§ 35.2 ff.), but a derivative specifically of 
the locative in -en. In addition, it would seem that the formation of this 
locatival -ðn stem involved the introduction of a full grade, at least 
optionally, in L. hemo (dhgh-em-on), as opposed to Lith. zmuö (dhgh-m- 
ón) and Goth. guma etc. (dhgh-mm-on). Once again (cf. § 50.1 f.), this 
full grade could result from an assimilation of this secondary formation 
to the shape of primary amphikinetics by way of insertion of a new full 
grade into an unanalyzed-or unanalyzable- (dh)ghm-, with the conse- 
quence that the new e-grade was inserted, diachronically speaking, in 
the “wrong” place (i.e. in the m-suffix rather than the root itself —but 
cf. $ 42.6 and IIIa. n.17). Theoretically, it might even be possible to 
reconstruct a fully ablauting dhghém-on (hemo) / dhghm-n-és etc. (Zmuo, 
guma etc.) with divergent levelling. 


64 But cf. third addendum to $ 50.5. 
65 On -en locatives in Skt. and elsewhere that are not or need not be locatives of n- or 
r/n-stems cf. W-D 2.2, $ 80, c, a (gémbhan); 3, $$ 31a, 130c, 133a—esp. no.3 (jmän); 
and further references—esp. to Bartholomae, BB 15, 25ff. Cf. also the -er locative to 
the same m-stem for ‘earth’ in Av. zamara/zamara, zamara- / zomar- (güz). On -er loca- 
tives to non- r(/n) stems cf. W-D 2.1, § 88e B; 5, $$ 31b, 119 d, 160e; also $ 68 below. 

Up to a point, one might somehow compare the RV prepositional phrase (for all 
intents and purposes) pári-jman “all around the earth’ (e.g. RV 2.28.4) beside parijma, 
descriptively an adjectival suffixless governing compound ‘rushing around, omnipres- 


> 


ent. 
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50.5 There is some reason, however, to consider a different possi- 
bility for the e-grades in this class of formations. Namely, one might 
imagine that dhghm-ön (Zmuö) and dhghmm-ón (guma etc.) are the 
direct and "regular" suffixless derivatives of the locative dhghm-én 
(jman), while dhghem-on (hemo) takes as its point of departure a loca- 
tive with double full-grade: dhghem-en. This irregular structure could 
result, in this case, from a compromise between locative dhghém (cf. 
ksami) and locative dhghm-én (jmán) [*]. The situation might be repre- 
sented as: 


loc.1 dhgh-ém 


LL hhb-én-m > dhéh-em-ón 
loc.2 dhgh-m-én 


dhgh-m-on 


Whether or not a locative dhghémen as such needs to be recon- 
structed, it is to be noted that there are some isolated locatives that do 
show such a double full grade structure, which ought not to be original, 
and in which the first of the two full grades seem to result from a 
vrddhi process. Of the type X + en ‘in, at, on X? could be mentioned 
£héimen ‘in winter’ (YV, TS, B héman) vs. £hiiém /£him- / £hiiém ‘winter’ 
(Av. ziiá/zamó, zimó; L. hiems)" and g™émbhen ‘in the depths’ (VS 
gámbhan) within the I-Ir. Caland system® of Av. jafra- ‘deep’, jaifi- 
vafra- ‘with deep snow’, AV gabhi-sak ‘deep down’, RV ga(m) bhira- 
‘deep’. Among locatives of the type X + er$? ‘in, at, on X’, a prime 


67 One could assume an Indo-Iranian man-stem Zhaiman- (masc. or neuter), but this 
would only require the further assumption that all direct traces of that hypothetical 
formation, except its endingless locative, have been eliminated in favor of the m-stem 
that appears at least in Avestan. Nor can Gk. xeiua and xeyu®v favor the reconstruc- 
tion of such a formation, since it is possible that an -en locative gheim-en, made to the 
m-stem, was re-analyzed in Gk. as khei-men (i.e. a men-stem endingless locative) and 
that it is precisely this that led to the creation of kheimn and kheimön as back-forma- 
tions. 

Evidence for a Caland system of derivatives to a given root is in and of itself a fairly 
good argument against the assumption of an r/n-stem to that same root. The observ- 
able distributions indicate that Caland adjectives of the oldest types are best taken as 
denominative to root nouns, and it is extremely rare that a root will make both an r/n- 
stem and a root noun (with or without a derived Caland system). It is consequently 
best to see gdmbhan beside VS gambh-ár(a)- ‘depth’ as belonging in the jmán/zamaro 
category (cf. note 65 above), and not as evidence of an r/n-stem that is nowhere found 
as such in any event. 

69 Cf. note 65 just above. 
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example is h,eus-6s/h,us-(s)-és (RV usah/usah, Gk. Hos, L. auror(a) 
etc.) ‘dawn’ with locative A,us-(s)-er ‘at dawn’ (RV usar-, Gk. To. < 
T8o(u 7? etc.). But beside this structure, Vedic also has a vasar- (vasar- 
han- ‘striking early’) reflecting, or as if reflecting [**], h,ues-(s)-er with 
two full grades. Related to this question is the apparently early pres- 
ence of two full grades in normal endingless locatives like A,eier(i) 
[***] (> Gk. agot- in &ototov breakfast’). It would seem that double 
full grade became characteristic of endingless, -en, and -er locatives in 
general, and it may be that one starting point was provided by a few 
cases like the hypothetical dhgh-ém-en, produced as suggested above. 

It is possible, therefore, that a de-locatival formation like dhghem- 
0n owes its e-grade to a double full grade in the underlying locative 
itself. But the case is ambiguous. 


50.6 For present purposes, it is not essential to be able to decide at 
what stage of the whole process the new full grade was introduced into 
a form like dhghemon. It may have been an optional step in the forma- 
tion of the locative itself, or only in the formation of the amphikinetic 
suffixless derivative of this locative. The points to be retained are only 
1) that the locative of one paradigm can serve as the basis for a suffix- 
less derivative (a second paradigm) with a locatival meaning and 2) that 
derivatives of this sort can show new full grades. 

Among the body-part terms, the various words for ‘navel’ are made 
from a root whose basic shape is h,nebh-/h,nobh- to judge by practi- 
cally all the unambiguous forms: Skt. nabhi-, nabhya- ‘hub, navel, kin’; 
Av. nabä-nazdista- ‘next of kin; OHG naba ‘hub’, OE nafela ‘navel’; 
OPr. nabis ‘hub, navel’ etc. This indicates that those additional forms 
that are phonologically ambiguous between zero grade h nbh- 
(> h,mbh-) and schwebeablauting full grade h,enbh- (> h,embh-) 
should probably be taken as zero grades if there is no particular reason 
to view them as products of derivational processes that are known to 
entail new “misplaced” full grades. The reconstruction /,nbh- (neces- 
sary in any case for Irish imbliu ‘navel’) is thus the most obvious one 
for Gk. Ou@ards ‘navel, knob, boss (of a shield), center?! and even L. 
umbilicus ‘navel, projection, center’ and umbo ‘boss’.’? 


70 Cf. most recently Peters Untersuchungen, 32 ff. 

71 Cf. Rix, MSS 27, 79 ff. 

72 Cf. Rix, MSS 27, 91; Greppin, Glotta 51, 112ff.; Hamp, Glotta 54, 261 ff.; Greppin, 
Glotta 56, 98 ff. 
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Latin umbo, interpreted in this way, would point to an amphi- 
kinetic h,n(e)bh-(0)n-. But in Old Saxon is found the acc. pl. (m.) 
ámbón 'abdomina' 7^ (Gmc. amban- cf. OHG amban, pl. ambana < the- 
maticized ambana- 'bely, abdominal flesh of a pig). A Germanic 
amban- (< h,enbh-on-) ‘belly’ presents a combination of schwebe- 
ablaut and divergent (derivative) meaning. If X + en ‘in, at, on X”, 
however, can serve as the basis of X + on ‘what is in, on, at X’, there is 
no reason, in principle, to exclude the possibility that a locative in -en 
within a paradigm that was an n-stem in the first place could also pro- 
duce such a de-locatival derivative. One could thus deal with Gmc. 
amban- ‘belly’ by comparing it to L. hemo with respect to its meaning 
and root vocalism: 


h,n(e) bh-(0)n- ‘navel’ (umbo) 


loc. h,nbh-en ‘at the navel’ 


h,enbh-on- ‘(region) at the navel’ > ‘belly’ 


As usual, it is possible to assume that the schwebeablauting root e- 
grade was introduced into the locative of a h,nbh-ön ‘navel’ itself: thus 
h,énbh-en ‘at the navel’ (with the structure of ghéimen, gémbhen as 
above) > h,enbhon-. 

Finally, there is a possibility that -e/on- was very marginally gen- 
eralized with the function of expressing this kind of (locatival) relation- 
ship between closely related body part terms. An example of this might 
be Gk. xàAov ‘leg’ : x@Anv ‘thigh’ /xoiñveç ‘bones of the leg’ where 
the n-stem can be given a basic meaning ‘in/part of the leg’. 


_ 50.7 Returning to the question of Olc. Ajarsi ‘skull, crown’ 
(kerh,son-) with the possibility of locatival -e/on-derivatives (including 
some body parts) in mind, there are two obvious points to be made. 


73 Beside the /-formation(s) seen, e.g., in OE nafela, Olr. imbliu, Gk. ópqpaAóc, and 
umbilicus itself. This pattern (n- beside /-formation) is well-established by a fair num- 
ber of parallels of the type &yxóv : &yxá&A etc. For an i-formant (as in Skt. na@bhi-) 
beside the / and n (Ou@adAds, umbo) cf., e.g., L. axis : OHG ahsala : Gk. bov etc. 
‘axle’. 

74 Lidén, KZ 61, 17ff. Latin umbo is preferably not equated exactly with Gmc. 
amban —simply on semantic grounds. But this is not crucially important, since the Ger- 
manic formation has both schwebeablaut and an exocentric meaning (i.e. exocentric to 
‘navel’) in any case. 

75 On Gk. -nv beside (and/or replacing) -œv cf., most recently, Peters Untersuchungen, 
166 with further references. 
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Semantically, the relationship between ‘head’ and ‘on (top of) the head’ 
(> ‘crown’) is certainly parallel enough to ‘navel’ : ‘belly’, leg : ‘thigh’, 
and (more generally) ‘earth’ : ‘earthling’ that kerh,son- ‘crown’ could be 
classed with them. Formally, therefore, if derivation from locatives is to 
be recognized, a straightforward scheme suggests itself: loc. krh,sen 
‘in/on the head’ (RV sirsan) > kerh,s(ö)n- (part) in/on (top of) the 
head’ > Gmc. hersan- 'skull, crown' (Ajarsi), which shows a new full 
grade inserted into unanalyzed kr(h,)s-, and is in this respect parallel to 
(dh)&hm- > (dh)ghem- (hemo) and h,nbh- > h,enbh- (amban- in Gmc. 
itself). It is absolutely clear in any case (cf. $ 50.2) that the root e-grade 
of hjarsi provides no grounds for assuming that the s-stem descriptively 
presented by I-Ir. (sfras-/sarah-) ever showed a full-grade root any- 
where in its own paradigm (cf. $$ 40ff.). 


50.8 Finally, Gmc. hers(a)n- ‘skull, crown’ has at least one clear 
derivative of its own that supplies a word for ‘brain’. OHG Airni (n.) 
reflects herzn-1ja-, with a derivational formant that may be exactly com- 
pared to that of Gk. «oàvíov 'crown'/* iviov ‘occipital bone’, unoia 
‘thigh bone’ etc. (cf. $ 49.3 a): hers(a)n- ‘skul? > herzn-ya- ‘belonging 
to/in the skull > ‘brain’. 

In Olc. itself, the word for ‘brain’ ıs hjarni (masc.), as if reflecting 
a herznan-. The history of this formation is somewhat more ambiguous 
than that of OHG hirni. It is perhaps best to take this herznan- as a 
derivative of masc. kerh,sö(n) (> hersan-) ‘crown’ rather than neuter 
krh,sn- ‘head’ because the masculine is the formation that is actually 
found in Germanic after all and specifically in OIc. But this still leaves 
a couple of possibilities open. It may be significant that beside Ajarni is 
quoted" a synonym hjarn (in the gen. hjarns), a masc. or neut. a-stem. 
If this form is taken seriously, the pair hjarn : hjarni would be an exam- 
ple of the frequent pattern (-a- : -an-) exhibited by Olc. hnakkr ‘neck’ : 
hnakki ‘id’, gómr ‘palate : OSwed. gome, OE wang(m.) ‘cheek’ : Olc. 
vangi (beside n. wangan- in W. Gmc.), Olc. gall (n.) ‘gall’ : OE (m.) 
gealla (beside f. galla in OS/OHG), Olc. hzll (m.) ‘heel’ : OE (m.) héla, 
and (farther afield) óupo)À) óc : Olc. nafı /OHG nabalo/ OE nafela 
‘navel’.’® It must be granted, of course, that a sufficiently large number 


76 Although the -ija- of Gmc. herzn-ija- is the exact formal and functional equivalent of 
the -ijo- of Gk. xpaviov, the two resulting derivatives ought to be independent. The 
Gk. form presumably has the neuter oblique xgähv- as its basis, while the Gmc. deriva- 
tive was made from the masc. hers(a) n- (Olc. hjarsı), itself a derivative of the neuter. 

7 Cf. Jonsson Ordbog, sv hjarn. 

78 Further examples in, e.g., Kluge Stammbildungslehre?, $ 78. 
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of pairs of synonymous a- and an-stems at any given stage could easily 
have led to the back-formation of a herzna- from a herznan- (or hjarn 
from /yarnt). 

But even if Ajarn cannot count for much, the frequency of the re- 
modelling of a-stems to an-stems (especially common among bodypart 
terms) might well incline us to see OIc. kjarni as ultimately reflecting a 
herzna- ‘brain’ in any case—whether or not this is really directly contin- 
ued by the by-form Ajarn. If, on the one hand, it seems desirable to take 
hjarni (herznan-) specifically as a derivative of hjarsi (hersan-)-partly 
because of the consideration just mentioned above and partly because 
of OHG hirni (herzn-1ja-) -and if, in addition, it seems most reason- 
able to class it (for its second -(a)n- formant) with hnakki, vangi, etc., 
we might try to justify a herzna- ‘brain’. This can be done in more ian 
one way, but perhaps the most satisfying hypothesis is that kerh,sön-/ 
kerh,sn- ‘crown, skull’ was the basis of an early derivative kérh,sn-6- ‘of 
the skull/crown, cranial’ (> Gmc. herzna- beside herznija-) which was 
substantivized to ‘cranial contents’ > ‘brain’. Finally, this a-stem 
became an an-stem in the usual way. Naturally, this cannot be insisted 
upon in detail, but it does allow herznan- ‘brain’ to be interpreted as a 
derivative of hersan- ‘skull straightforwardly. 

Mid. Dutch hersen, hersene, hersenen and Mod. Dutch hersenen, 
hersens (f. pl. tant.) "brains"? also certainly belongs here, but the forma- 
tion originally involved is ambiguous. The stem from which it is 
derived is hersn- or herzn-8? but it does not seem possible to decide 
what followed. On the strength of OHG hirni, the Dutch form is 
usually taken to reflect a neuter (7)/a-stem, and its feminine gender 
already in Mid. Dutch is no real drawback.*! 

In any case, the relationship of the Germanic forms just surveyed 
to the Greek and Indic neuter n-stem could be something like:*? 


7 A herne (neut. and fem.) occurs in Middle Dutch, but is apparently an eastern dialect 
word (cf. OHG hirnt) which was eliminated in favor of hersen(en), which remained 
the normal form. Cf. Verwijs-Verdam, Middelnederlandsch Woordenboek. 

80 Cf. J. Franck, Mittelniederländische Grammatik, $ 100; M.J. van der Meer, Historische 
Grammatik der niederländischen Sprache, § 81.2. 

81 Franck (op cit note 80), $ 180.1. 

8? There are admittedly other thinkable analyses of Gmc. hers(a)n-: 

a) One might look into the possibility of seeing neut. (obl) krh,sn- beside masc. 
kerh,s(ö)n- as a pair something like neut. term(e)n- : masc. term(ö)n- (§ 34.4) -at 
least if the formation of amphikinetic masculines of this sort may reasonably be 
thought to have potentially involved the creation of new root full grades. Even so, 
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neut. obl.: 

krh,sn- (sirsn- /ROQAT-) 

with loc.: 

krh,sen — m. kerh,s(à) n- ‘crown, skull’ > Gmc. hers(a)n- (Olc. hjarst) 

‘on the head’  herzn-ija- a 
(OHG hirni) 


kérh,sn-ó- ‘cranial’ > herzna- > herznan- 


(Ajarn ?) (OIc. Ajarni) 


however, it should be kept in mind that while neut. term(e)n- was proterokinetic, this 
is at the very least indemonstrable for neut. krh, sn- (§ 49.2). 

b) Another possibility (at least a theoretical one) is that of supposing that Gmc. her- 
san- is a rather early example of the phenomenon (-a-stem — -an-stem) exemplified 
(S 50.8) by Olc. hnakkr : hnakki, OE wang : Olc. vangi, and Gk. ópqoAóg : Olc. 
nafli/ OHG nabalo. That is to say, one might consider the hypothesis that from 
krh,-es- ‘head’ (cf. Skt. Sirah) was made a straightforward thematic derivative with 
vrddhi : kerh,s-o- ‘belonging to the head’ (cf. $ 33.6), whence a Gmc. Aersa- ‘crown (of 
the head)’, extended to hersan- (Olc. Ajarsi) in time to produce the derivatives Aerzn- 
ija- (OHG hirnt) and herzn-a(n)- (Olc. Ajarni). 

As support for the reconstruction of an already PIE derivative kerh,s-o- ‘belong- 
ing to, part of, found in the head’, one could even invoke Latin cerritus ‘demented’ 
(PI+), assuming that the kerh,so- in question yielded a Latin word for ‘brain’ that 
served as the basis of a possessive derivative in -ito- : a pre-Latin *keraso- — kerasito- 
‘having a brain’. For the type cf. mellitus ‘honeyed’, fortuitus ‘accidental’. Semantically, 
the use of a possessive kerasito- to mean ‘insane’ can be precisely parallelled by the use 
of cerebrosus (* full of brain") to mean exactly the same thing - 'insane'. The phonologi- 
cal development is also straightforward: kerasito- > cersito- > cerritus; for the syn- 
cope cf. leiberisamo- > leibersamo- > liberrimus etc. 
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51.1 The Germanic material thus points ultimately to the same 
neuter n-stem for ‘head’ as is found in the Greek and Indic oblique. It 
is this neuter word for ‘head’ that presents a major problem. Combining 
the Greek and I-Ir. information, there is descriptively a three-way alter- 
nation of stems: kréh, (r&pa etc.) : krh,-o/es- (Siras-/sarah-) : krh,-s- 
(e)n- (Sirs(a)n-, ngühat-/xagahv- etc.). More specifically, there are 
two different nom.-acc. singulars that both have an oblique krh,s(e)n-. 
What 1s unclear, of course, is whether, and at what stage, the protolan- 
guage had a heteroclitic paradigm for ‘head’, and if so what kind. 


51.2 Since Greek and Indic agree exactly on the shape and domain 
(oblique only) of neuter krh,s(e)n-, and since, in addition, both are 
entirely consistent with the Germanic facts, there is every reason to 
look into the possibility of simply reconstructing this as the oblique of 
the PIE neuter word for ‘head’, as is traditionally done. For the original 
n-a, however, this means that either I-Ir. kfh,os is an innovation, or 
Greek kreh, i is an innovation, or that both are innovations. If there is a 
standard view on this question, it would be that both are innovations, 
inasmuch as an r/n-stem (krh,sr/krhs(e) n- or the like) is often recon- 
structed.! 

The discussion of this interpretation, and particularly of the mate- 
rial upon which the n-a r-stem is based, is the subject of IV below. A 
full presentation of the grounds for rejecting a PIE 7/n-stem for ‘head’ 
must be postponed until then, since the question of such a hypothetical 
r/n stem depends largely on what is the best view of the oblique n-stem 
meaning ‘head’, which is at least directly reflected in the actual para- 
digm of the word in two languages. 


51.3 But although the arguments against an inherited Árh,s/ 
krh,sn- ‘head’ will be given in detail only later, we may anticipate some 
of them in brief form by pointing out that 


1 See, e.g. Frisk GEW 2, 5 with references to the older literature; Perpillou, KZ 88, 
230ff.; Peters Untersuchungen, 2281f. 
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1) Such a reconstruction necessarily means that in this case an 7/n- 
stem-not an otherwise unknown formation either in Vedic or in 
Greek — was not only replaced in both languages, but was independently 
replaced by two different paradigms, each of which is unique in that 
language, and for which there is no identifiable model or parallel 


(SS 52 ff.). 


2) A nom.-acc. krh,sr in the meaning ‘head’ is based partly on a 
number of -ro- and -rä- derivatives in Greek and Latin and partly on 
an r-stem in Greek only. But the -ro/a-formations are morphologically 
ambiguous between k(e)rh,sr-o- and k(e) rhys-ro- (i.e. with a -ro- that 
IS by no means automatically segmentable?), and are therefore no evi- 
dence for an r-stem- not to speak of an r-stem that specifically means 
‘head’. On the other hand, there is no real doubt that Greek has an r- 
stem, but it probably does not mean ‘head’. Consequently, even though 
one must grant a direct connection between the Greek r-stem and the 
Greek and Latin -ro/a-formations, there is still no evidence of a krA,s-r- 


that means ‘head’ ($$ 64 ff.). 


3) The assumption of a krh,sr/krh,sn- ‘head’ means renouncing 
out of hand what looks like a promising set of parallels- namely the 
series of neuter body part terms that show -n-stem obliques (RV 
asth-n- ‘bone’, äs-n- ‘mouth’, dos-n- ‘forearm’; Gk. ovat- ‘ear’, youvat- 
‘knee’ etc.) to nom.-accusatives that show either zero (doh, yóvv) or a 
formant other than -r (asth-i, as-iya-).> 


51.4 If oblique Árh,sn- in the paradigm for ‘head’ is taken as 
inherited (§ 51.2), and if a nom.-acc. * rh, sy never was included in that 
paradigm, we are back to reconstructing oblique krh,sn- ‘head’ ($ 51.2) 
and explaining either kfh,os or kréh, as an innovation. It soon becomes 
clear, however, that reicher one can be explained as such without diffi- 
culty. Neither the Greek paradigm as it stands nor the Sanskrit one is 
quite satisfactory as a reconstruction of the PIE state of affairs. 


2 And if it is segmentable (-7-0-), it still would not necessarily contain the r formant 
that forms the nom.-acc. stem of the r/n heteroclites. Cf. $$ 60 ff. 

This is of course not intended to mean that a (C)7/-(C)n-stem would be hard to par- 
allel among neuter body-part terms. It is merely being emphasized that Ved. Sirah 
/sirsn- in particular (X/X + n), as it actually stands, is descriptively matched exactly by 
paradigms like döh/dosn- in Vedic itself and by oüg (ousos)/ovat- (ous(s)n(t)-) else- 
where, and that dosn- and otat- are in turn best considered together with Ved. asthn-, 
asn-, Gk. youvat- etc. 


w 
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52.1 It would appear at first glance that the partial levelling of 
kreh, / krh,sn- (as in Greek) to kfh,0s/ krh,sn- (as in Skt.) is a more 
promising approach than assuming the reverse. But this merely 
amounts to projecting kreh, /krh,-s(e)n- back to the protolanguage, 
where it is no easier to explain. Such a paradigm cannot be original, and 
can therefore only have been inherited into Greek and I-(Ir.) ıf ıt can 
be plausibly explained as an innovation of PIE. 

Two kinds of innovations come into question. Either kréh, / krh,- 
(cf. ná&ga/ Hitt. -kar) became kr&h,/krh,-s(e)n- on a purely formal 
analogical model (in which case we must demand an actual analogical 
proportion), or else it must be assumed that the oblique (and only the 
oblique) was assimilated in a more amorphous way to some well-estab- 
lished PIE item which had an oblique in -s(e)n- within a more “nor- 
mal" type of paradigm, and which had some very close semantic con- 
nection to ‘head’. A close semantic connection would be practically 
indispensable to an explanation of this second type. Naturally, the ideal 
solution would be based on an item which was both in the right seman- 
tic area and could have served as an exact formal model. 


52.2 Neither this ideal solution, however, nor a purely formal 
solution seems to be obtainable here. What would be required is a para- 
digm, securely reconstructable for PIE, of the form n-a X/obl. X + 
s(e)n where X is a nominal stem (preferably monosyllabic) which 
shows lengthened (or at least full) grade in the nom.-acc. vs. zero (or e 
for a TeT root) in the oblique. It would certainly be possible to fill 
these requirements with hypothetical constructs. For example, on the 
basis of the root noun 76k" ‘eye’ (cf. OCS dual oct, Gk. coll./pl. öna* 
‘face’) plus the aksn- oblique of Skt., there could be constructed a n-a 
h,ek"/ obl. h,ek*-sn-, but this must be considered a very implausible 
paradigm for PIE. It leaves no room for the ok*-es- of Slavic (OCS 
oko) and Sanskrit itself (dual aks-i), and arbitrarily elevates ok*-sn- 
(Skt. only) to the status of an inherited form. No model with the requi- 
site characteristics can safely be attributed to the protolanguage. 


52.3 The possibility of a PIE kreh, /krh,sn- thus stands or falls 
with the admissibility of the more amorphous kind of development 
described above. It must be said from the outset that this sort of solu- 
tion is in and of itself much less desirable than one which operates with 
a morphological model plus an analogical proportion. Closely asso- 


^ Cf. $ 59.8 with the addendum. 
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ciated lexical items do undoubtedly become assimilated one to the 
other phonologically and morphologically, and there is no reason to 
deny that this could have happened in PIE. But more than just this 
would be required in the present case. As the result of some such devel- 
opment, it would have to be assumed that an otherwise non-existent 
paradigmatic alternation (the X/X + s(e)n- of kréh, /krh,-s(e)n-) was 
created and kept. 

Quite apart from such general objections, it is not even very easy 
to produce many items that are certain to have had an oblique in 
-s(e)n- (regardless of the n-a) in PIE and to have belonged to the rele- 
vant semantic group. On the one hand it may be doubted that Skt. 
aksn- ‘eye’ is inherited (so too dosn- 'forearm', asn- ‘mouth’ and 
others). At the same time, however, PIE (-sr?)/-s(e)n-stems> that 
denote parts of the body® are not plentiful either. One might think of 
Hitt. Aarsar ‘heads’ beside harsan(a/i?) ‘head, person’ and even assume 
an original r/n-stem, but the word is of unknown etymology, and is not 
a good choice as the model for krh, + s(e) n- in any case, since it is Hit- 
tite that actually has harsan-, but also has (kit-)kar, which is definitely 
an oblique form of ‘head’ (S 28.4) but not a -s(e)n-stem. 


52.4 A kréh, /krh,-sn- for PIE then so far suffers from the lack of 
a plausible explanation of its origin (which must be secondary) in the 
protolanguage. In addition, however, this reconstruction would require 
that the I-Ir. n-a kfh os (or $fras) is somehow back-formed to the ob- 
lique. But once again a model is lacking. Even if I-Ir. already had para- 
digms like daus/daus-n- (Skt. dóh/dosn-) ‘forearm’ and *as/as-n- 


5 The Gk. and I(-Ir: W-D 2.2, 925) infinitives in -sen(i) —e.g. péoe-hev > P£peıwv, RV 
-bhü-sáni, ne-sani etc.-together with the Hittite -essar/-esn-type (hannessar/hannesn- 
‘judgment’, Aalkuessar/halkuesn- ‘first fruits) -if they jointly continue a single PIE 
type, would seem to point most directly to an amphikinetic paradigm with nom.-acc. 
-és-ór / obl. -s-n- /loc. -s-én. The Gmc. abstracts in -isan- (e.g. OE Alysa ‘sound, report, 
fame’, Olc. kalsi ‘cold (weather)) probably result from an inner-Gmc. extension of s- 
stems by -an- (cf. Goth. agis ‘fright, OHG egis-lih 'frightfu : OS, OHG egiso 
'fright). But this means that one could at least look in the direction of analyzing the 
Hittite -essar/-esn-stems as similar extensions within Hittite. This could leave the Gk. 
and Vedic -sen(i) infinitives as -en locatives (S 50.3) to s-stems rather than endingless 
and -i locatives respectively to a -s(e)r/-s(e)n-stem. For the use of the -en locative as 
infinitive cf. Gk. -ev and -evat. For the infinitival use of a locative made in particular 
from an s-stem cf. L. genus : genere beside geno : genere. 

$ A synchronic oblique (/,)esn- ‘blood’ (Hitt. e-es-n- = Ved. asn-) with early reduction 
of the cluster -sh,n- (Schindler, BSL 70, 6) is practically all that comes to mind under 
this heading. 
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‘mouth’ and, semantically less compelling, ii#s/i#s-n- (Skt. yüh/yüsn-) 
‘soup’, which may easily be doubted, the application of such models to 
oblique s7s-n- ‘head’ could only produce a nom.-acc. £$ as could well 
be borne out by the creation of AV sirs-akti- ‘headache’ on models like 
dos-n- : SB dor-(bähaväni) fore- and upper arm’ or äs-n- : äs- (RV a- 
daghná- ‘reaching to the mouth"), whence Sirs-n- : firg- in this case. 
But then it would be unclear why a * £ (* Sirs) of this sort should have 
been “normalized” to Sfras (Siras) if ius and daus did not become 
*iiuas and *dáuas? Other, less obvious models would also lead to the 
wrong result (asth(1) /asth-n- ‘bone’ etc. to *Sirs(1) /Strs-n-; dsrk/as-n- 
‘blood’ and yakrt/yak-n- ‘liver’ etc. to *Sirsrk/t/Sirs-p- and so on). 
Although a kreh, /krh,sn- is certainly what lies immediately behind the 
Greek paradigm of ‘head’, it would seem that projecting this back to 
PIE as such only causes difficulties. It can neither be accounted for 
itself, nor can it be reconciled with the Vedic paradigm. 


53.1 To finish with the question of whether it is possible to recon- 
struct either the Greek or the Vedic paradigm for neuter ‘head’ (cf. 
$ 51.2), it only remains to see how successfully one might take Greek 
kréh, as the replacement of kh, os. As might be expected from the outset 
(cf. § 52.1), this proves to be unsatisfactory. For in that case, one would 
suppose that there was a kfh,- (0)s/kfh,- -es- from the beginning and 
that its oblique was expanded by -n- in the usual way (asth-n-, as-n- 
etc.), whence the oblique krh,-s-n- in both Skt. and Greek (and its mas- 
culine counterpart in Germanic). 

But it is virtually impossible to produce a plausible account of how 
a relatively normal neuter n-a *x&pog in Greek! would have been 


7 Cf. W-D, 2.1, 57f. It is admittedly not entirely clear that oblique dos-n- beside first 
compound member dos- could itself have been a model for oblique sirsn- : first mem- 
ber sirs-. Since dos- as a first member is not found before SB and déh/dos-n- itself is 
found as a simple s-stem döh/dos- in VS and MS, it could be that the first member 
dos- already represents the new s-stem in compound, and therefore cannot be counted 
on to have existed in time to have served as a model for AV ñr;-. 

But if it should emerge that there was an s-stem krh,- -es- of PIE date ($ 57), it would be 
perfectly possible to assume a completely reduced krh,-s- inherited as a first com- 
pound member ‘head’ (cf. $ 24.5). 

Insofar as döh is partly neuter. 

It is very doubtful that such an s-stem is indicated in any way by HDem éxatov xüga. 
(§ 49.10). Among other objections, neither is it plausible that Gk. had a sg. *xägog : pl. 
Xápaha nor that it had a sg. *xé&pac : pl. xdoaha (as if < kfh-s : kfh,-s- 


h, —$S 41.2 f£). 


`D 


mA 
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replaced by something as unusual as the neuter x&p& found there (no 
matter what the analysis), with no effect on the form of the oblique. 
Such a hypothesis would also leave no obvious place in the overall 
scheme of things for the correspondence of xéoà to Hitt. -kar etc. (IIb 
$$ 17 ff). 


53.2 One would therefore be thrown back upon an ad hoc com- 
promise theory such as a PIE situation in which both krth, /krh,- ‘skull, 
head’ and its own derivative kfh,(0)s/ kih,es- ‘head’ were both present 
side by sıde. This would be followed, still in the protolanguage, by the 
addition of -n- to the oblique stem of the s-stem derivative only, lead- 
ing to krh,os/krh,s + n- (still beside kreh, /krh,-). In I-Ir., this series of 
ee would continue, the -os/-s+ n- Sarıdiam was simply 
retained, and the (2)h,-stem, after yielding the derivative kreh, -10- 
(fraya- $ 28.2), was eliminated. But then one would have to say that 
Greek selected the nom.-acc. from the (@)/4,-stem and the oblique from 
its derivative -0s/-s+n-stem and constituted a paradigm from them. 
This is highly artificial, since no single step in the process is supported 
by anything in particular, and it still requires, in effect, the replacement 
of n-a *«óoogc by xüpü. It cannot be taken very seriously. 


54.1 As long as krh, sn- as the oblique stem of neuter ‘head’ is held 
constant, only three he for the corresponding nom.-acc. come 
to mind. It would now appear that neither krh, sr (SŠ 51.3 and $$ 60 ff.) 
nor kreh, ($ 52) nor kfh,os (S 53) can be maintained without difficulty 
as the nom.-acc. that corresponded to this oblique in PIE. In other 
words, no combination of one of these with brh,sn- i In a reconstructed 
paradigm leaves room for explaining both the Greek and the Vedic 
facts, and one of them- namely kfh,sr-would make it difficult to 
explain either one. One thing that is immediately clear is that no fourth 
possibility seems available. 

If therefore, all three combinations fail to produce a paradigm that 
can serve as the basis of an overall solution, it is perhaps time to ques- 
tion the one feature that they all have in common: the attribution to 
PIE of the oblique krh,sn- itself. The question then becomes whether 
the exact correspondence of Sirs(a)n- to xoüat- (and the closely re- 
lated Gmc. hersan-) could result from early and parallel but essentially 
independent developments. 


54.2 As soon as this possibility 1s opened, it begins to present cer- 
tain advantages. A point that has already been touched upon ($ 51.3 
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no. 3) is that one very desirable ingredient of a satisfactory interpreta- 
tion of krh,sn- would be that it allow comparison of this oblique with 
items such as (cf. $ 19.2): 

Skt. aks + n- ‘eye’, asth + n- ‘bone’, as + n- ‘mouth’, dos + n- ‘fore- 

arm’ 

Gk. yovF-at- ‘knee’, ovh-at- ‘ear’ 

Arm. ak-n ‘eye’, u-n(kn) ‘ear’ 

Gmc. aus-an- ‘ear’, aug-an- ‘eye’, hert-an- ‘heart’ 


Specifically, a satisfactory solution would put Gk. xapah-v- /xoah-v- 
/xoāh-at- in the same category as ovh-at- and Skt. si7s-n- in the same 
category as asth-n- etc. Since this amounts to an expansion of the obli- 
que by -n- rather than -s(e)n-, these apparent parallels would favor the 
reconstruction of the Skt. paradigm sir-as /$ir-s + n- if only this led to 
some possibility of explaining the Greek one. 

However this may be, it would certainly seem that emphasizing the 
similarity of kh; + n- to asth + n-, ovh + aT- etc., as above, gives every 
reason to view firs + n- and xagah + v- / xo@h + v- (Xoäh-art-) as essen- 
tially independent of one another: 


1) The process of creating neuter obliques in -n- is one that con- 
tinued well into the respective histories (even the documented histories) 
of the individual languages. In the RV itself, for example, inst. as-n-d is 
only an alternative to as-Z, made on the s-stem that corresponds to L. os 
and Irish á (genitive) *mouth'.! Moreover, the Gathic inst. daayha 
corresponds exactly to the Vedic n- less oblique (cf. also Av. gen. dnhö 
= RV as-ds??). In this case, the -n-oblique is still in the process of oust- 
ing original zs- in Vedic. In Greek, the same point is made perfectly 
clear simply by the co-existence of yoüva and yobvata in Homer. But 
although it is obvious that youv-at- is still a recent creation, there is no 
real reason for seeing it as the result of a process that 1s altogether dis- 
tinct from the one which produced ovh-at- ‘ear’ and, we might suggest, 
xoüh-art-. It would certainly seem that youv-at- is later than the other 
two, but this need only mean that the process of -v- / -at- expansion of 
neuter obliques was still going on in the earliest documented Greek. 


2) Many sets of forms that constitute prime examples of the phe- 
nomenon show considerable differences of detail among themselves. 
Gmc. augan- ‘eye’ and Arm. akn, though far from identical, could both 


11 Cf. Vendryes Lexique, A-4. 
12 Cf. Kellens Noms-racines, 339 ff. 
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be made to conform to a PIE h,ek* +n- if this were desirable. But RV 
aksn- (especially in view of OCS oko) would have to be considered an 
independent instance of -n-expansion in the oblique no matter what. 


3) Given the likelihood that certain neuter obliques were 
expanded with -n- independently, we would also hesitate to recon- 
struct, for example, a stem A,e/ost-n- for ‘bone’ based on RV asthn-, 
Celtic astn- (Olr. asna ‘rib’ < astnio-, W. eis ‘the ribs’ < aston), and 
Gk. 6010x066 / &otaxóc ‘lobster’ (as if h,e/ost-n-ko-). For Avestan”? g. 
sg. astö, g. pl. astam, and inst. pl. azdabis (beside acc. sg. as-Ca and nom. 
pl. asti) make it difficult to reconstruct oblique ast-n-, of which there is 
no sure trace in Avestan,!4 even for Indo-Iranian. For our purposes, the 
question is whether frh,sn- ‘head’ is really more secure than this 
h,e/ostn- ‘bone’. More generally, such considerations might lead us to 
ask not whether these »- expanded obliques axe inherited, but only 
what was the PIE starting point that could have led to these parallel 
innovations with so much consistency. 


54.3 As for the exact process by which a neuter body-part term, 
with a stem X, became an X + n-stem in the oblique, the only possibili- 
tes would appear to be 1) the addition of -n- to whatever stem had 
been functioning (and continued to function) as nom.-acc. and 2) the 
addition of -n- to the stem that had been functioning as the oblique 
stem, but which now began to be replaced by the new stem in -n-. 

For the overall model, hardly anything could have been available 
(either in PIE or very early on in the relevant individual languages) but 
the original heteroclitics in r/n and //n. But it is not exactly clear how 
these could have been analyzed in such a way as to give rise directly to 
either of the synchronic procedures described above: 


1) Oblique zek*-n- ‘liver’ or sn (e)h,-uen-?? ‘sinew’, e.g., would cer- 
tainly not seem to be derived by suffixation of -(e)n- to their respective 
nom.-accusatives ;&k*-r and sneh,-ur. 


2) On the other hand, it is far from certain that these obliques 
were liable to be analyzed as formed by the addition of a suffixal 


13 Cf. Kellens Noms-racines, 336 ff. 

14 The analysis astan-ta- ‘provided with bones’ for the adjective presupposed by astantat- 
‘corporeality’ has absolutely no advantage over ast-anta-, to which could be compared 
xruu-anta- ‘grisly’ = L. cruentus (Kellens Noms-racines, 379 note 4). 

15 Cf. Schindler, BSL 70, 5ff., 9f. for the reconstruction of these particular oblique stem 
shapes. 
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-(e)n- to a simpler stem that could also be used as an oblique. This is 
especially unlikely for a primary r/n formation like iek*-n-. Not only is 
there no evidence of a root noun beside the heteroclite in this particular 
case, but it is In general extremely rare that a single root will provide 
both a root noun and an r/n-stem 15 with anything like the same mean- 
ings." 

Such an analysis is more possible, in theory, for the oblique in a 
formation like sn(e)h,-uen-, at least in that complex r/n formants 
(-C + r/n-) are sometimes segmentable from a historical point of view: 


h,erh,-u- (L. arua ‘fields’) : h,erh,-u-r/-en- (Ir. arbor/arbae ‘grain’ 
cf. Gk. &poveu ‘land, field’ and Arm. harawownk“ ‘fields’) [*] 


In the case of ‘sinew’, the Avestan material adjective snauuita- ‘made of 
sinew’ could point, directly or indirectly, to a sndu- beside snaunara in 
similar fashion. But at any given stage, -4- beside -4-en- etc. must have 
been enough of a rarity that such hypothetical pairs cannot be consid- 
ered satisfactory as the model on which the obliques in question here 
(asth-n-, ovh-at- etc.) were all made. In addition, -u- vs. -ur/-uen- 
might lead one to expect nom.-accusatives in -r (*a/ost-r ‘bone’, *ós-r 
‘mouth’, *aus(s)-r ‘ear’ etc.), and these are hardly ever found. 


54.4 A purely descriptive statement of the process by which there 
were produced neuter obliques like ok*-n- ‘eye’ etc. is nevertheless per- 
fectly possible: a) In this series of terms, -n- was simply made the last 
item before the oblique case endings. b) This was done regardless of 
what the nom.-acc. looked like and regardless of what relationship 
between nom.-acc. and oblique would thereby result. One might almost 


t6 The only sure case I know of is that of ‘water’, for which there is both the wide-spread 
r/n-stem (Hitt. yatar, Gk. Vwo etc.) and a root noun appearing as such in Hittite 
(dat.-loc. uiti, abl. witaz) and which seems to have served as the basis for a thematic 
vrddhi derivative uéd-o- > N, W Gmc. wata- > Olc. vátr, OE wet ‘wet’. If 66s 
(Hes.; Theogn. 961, West JEG) really reflects #d-eh-i and thus guarantees a neuter s- 
stem #dos, this too would best be taken as a secondary formation ($ 41.3) and could 
point to a root noun wed-/ud-. If, on the other hand, WSet is itself an old root noun 
dative (with the original ending) preserved as an adverb (it has the same instrumental 
function in both Hesiod and Theognis), it would only be necessary to assume that the 
accent has been rearranged (*bÖel > Dösı)-at least in the transmission—as a conse- 
quence of a re-analysis that would also account for eventual nom.-acc. 0606 in Calli- 
machus. In that case, Greek would present direct evidence of the root noun. 

17 More typical is (A;)rég- (agent: L. rex/Olr. ri ‘king’) vs. (5) rég-r/n- (vbl. abstract: 

Gath. razar/n- *directive/RV rajani (10.49.4) ‘under the rule’? cf. W-D 2.2, 178; 3.74, 

271, 313). 
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say that -n- was prefixed to all the oblique case endings. To take the 
r/n stems as the model for this kind of process, it might be supposed 
that they were analyzed as having a nom.-acc. unrelated (and irrele- 
vant) to the oblique (b) and an oblique that always showed -n- before 
the ending (a). Finally, it may be important to note that oblique forms 
with and without this -n- could apparently co-exist, at least for a while 
(RV as-a/as-n-a, Hom. yóvF-a / yóvF-ax-o). 


55. Returning to the question of oblique krh,sn- with this orienta- 
tion ($ 54) in mind, the additional problem that arises is that the para- 
digm of ‘head’ presents not simply X beside X+ x (h,e/ost/h,e/ost-n- 
e.g.) but X (xáoa etc., Hitt. -&ar) beside X + s (síras-, sarah-) beside X 
+s+n (xpgà-h-v- = Sir-s-n- cf. Gmc. her-z-an-). This situation, up to a 
point, is also found in the case of ‘eye’: 


h,ek*- : Gk. @n-a, dual A,(e) &*-4H (600(€), Arm. ac(k^, OCS oci, 
Lith. akt); root noun presupposed by compounds in several 
branches (RV pratyak-/pratic- ‘turned toward’ etc.; Gk. 
(yAavx- etc.) Ow, (ai8- etc.) ow; L. (fer- etc.) ox and others. 
h,ek*-(e)s- : OCS etc. oko/ocese, RV dual aks-i1? etc. 
h,ek*-s-(e)n- : Skt. only in the oblique aks(a)n-?? 


18 The accent of aks-i (: sg. aksi) makes it appear to be a C-stem dual- at least in origin 
—rather than an i-stem (W-D 3, 304). The Vedic dual forms outside the nom.-acc. 
(RV + inst.-dat.-abl. a&sibhyam, AV + gen.-loc. aksyóh, VS aksyoh) show only that the 
dual paradigm was redone on the basis of a re-analysis of aks-i as a devi- and/or vrki- 
type dual (W-D 3, 303 f.), whence eventually even AV + nom.-acc. dual aksyau. As will 
be noted momentarily, this favors a consonant-stem dual in aks-f too. 

For the Avestan dual nom.-acc. ası / inst. astbiid, together with the bahuvrihi (acc.) 
xSuuas.astm 'six-eyed' (cf. Kellens Noms-racines, 369), there are a number of theoretical 
possibilities, but certainly the simplest view of these three forms would be that asi is a 
consonant-stem dual exactly equivalent to Ved. aks-i (except that the stem has been 
remade from *axs- to as- in Avestan as an assimilation to us-i ‘ears’) and that asibiid, 
like Ved. aksibhyam, represents an analogical i-stem form that took the ambiguous 
nom.-acc. in -7 as its point of departure (Av. usi/usibiia ‘ears’ could be a descriptive 7- 
stem of the same type and origin). In that case, the compound xsunas.ast- would sim- 
ply have the synchronic i-stem of asi/asibiid as its second member (a compositional 
formation that would have been considerably facilitated by the fact that it was not a 
femininizing -^ in this case; and even a femininizing i-stem appears in a bahuvrihi 
used as a masc. adjective: ham-nairt- V.5.27). 

If both Vedic and Avestan have a necessarily secondary i-stem dual paradigm, it 
will have replaced either an i-stem paradigm or a consonant-stem paradigm (in either 
case on the basis of the ambiguous nom.-acc. in -i), As already noted, the accent of 
akst itself disfavors the view that it was originally the dual of an i-stem (or at least that 
it was the dual of an i-stem dks? in particular). But in addition, it would be difficult to 
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explain why a clear and viable i-stem pair like aksi/ * aksibhyam (or its I-Ir predeces- 
sor) should have been replaced by an analogical i-stem set, and one might therefore 
suspect that it was the difficult-to-analyze outcome of a C-stem inst.-dat.-abl. dual 
that provoked the remaking of the paradigm. 

But if aksi is not the dual of the i-stem (dksi) that turns up as the corresponding 
singular in Vedic, then that singular (unless it were to be viewed as a genuinely old i- 
stem that simply happens not to be the basis of the dual) is presumably a relatively new 
one that has replaced a consonant stem. This view of 4ksi is consistent with two fur- 
ther observations: 

1) dksi itself occurs only once in RV (vs. 7 forms of the aksi-stem dual and 10 

oblique sg. and plural forms made on the stem aks(a)r-), and is indirectly attested 

in RV only by adverbial aksi-pat (2x). 

2) the consonant stem aks- is still to be found in the RVedic bahuvrihis an-ak (5) 

‘blind’ and an-, catur-, hiranya-aks-a- etc. (W-D 2.1, 108; 3, 304). 

The precise channel through which singular aks: was created (presumably as a replace- 
ment of a consonant stem) need not concern us at the moment. 

A second point that ought to be touched on is the question of the more precise 
analysis of the consonant-stem seen in Ved. aks- (and indirectly in Av. as(i) as well, to 
all appearances). It has been interpreted as an s-stem here because this offers the 
advantage (over the alternative to be mentioned in a moment) of a coherent set of 
forms that lends itself to a straightforward explanation with virtually no gaps in the 
requisite data— ok*-(e)s- (OCS oko, Ved. aks-) : ök*- (OCS oči, L. -ox etc.) = aus-es- 
‘ear’ (OCS ucho, Olr. au) : (a)us- (Av. ust, OCS usi etc.) - and cf. $$ 57.6 ff. 

The stem aks- has also been reconstructed (e.g. Pokorny JEW, 775£.) as ok*P- 
(A; e&* D-) and compared to Gk. óq0oApóc, óx1aAAXoc (Boe.), óx1íAoc (Dor.). In com- 
parison to the s-stem analysis of aks-, this one is rather up in the air. In the first place, 
it arbitrarily dispenses with a perfect potential equation of aks- with the Slavic s-stem 
and, more importantly, fails to replace it with a real equation of any kind. In addition, 
this reconstruction for the Greek forms involves implicit auxiliary hypotheses which 
are not supported by anything positive and does not take account (at least explicit 
account) of parallel-looking formations in Greek itself. 

If we start, on the one hand, from the premise (see Schindler, Die Sprache 13, 
191 ff.; Die Sprache 23, 25 ff.) that “thorn clusters” come from earlier clusters of tauto- 
syllabic velar plus dental or vice versa, then Ved. aks- would reflect a neuter i-stem 
(h,ek*-t-), either primary (parallel to the root noun) or derived from the root noun, 
and old enough to have undergone the PIE special phonological treatment in question. 
Such an item would be poorly parallelled, if at all (since it is doubtful that nom.-accus- 
atives like Ved. yakr-t etc. were PIE, especially for non-7/(2)-stems, and PIE melit 
‘honey’ is unclear in its derivational history). 

For the Greek material, one at least gains the impression that the formation of the 
three relevant words for 'eye' (or at the very least the last step(s) in their formation) 
occurred in Greek itself (and even in the dialectal stages). For ÖxtaAAog and ÖntiAog, 
the morphological parallels, such as they are, point specifically to denominative origin. 
To óxtaAAoc cf. aiy(GaAXoc ‘parus’ (: alyıdog Tlinnet(?)), xopu60AXÓ6c ‘crested lark’ 
(: xopu6ó6gc ‘crested lark’), KEboTaAAog ‘ice’ (: L. crusta ‘hard surface-layer’), xvEMaA- 
Àov / xve@adrov ‘woolen flock’ (: xváqog ‘carding comb’). 

For óx1íAoc, the forms that look most directly comparable are the deminutives of 
the type XovtiAog ‘penis’ (: xovtóg ‘pole’) and the nicknames OGvupíAoc (: 9uuóç) and 
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XoqíAoc (: co@dc). Closely related is vavtíAoc ‘nautilus mollusk; sailor; naval’ (: 
vadıng). Though the bird-name tpoxíAoc ‘plover, wren’ might appear to have been 
derived in parallel fashion from tooydc ‘running, hurrying’ (Pi.), it might well have 
been modelled on onopyiXog ‘sparrow’, which bears at least a vague resemblance to 
OPr. spurglis, and may therefore not be an -iXo- formation of the presumably purely 
inner-Greek type(s) represented by xovt(Aogc etc. above (To 1poyíAoc, in turn, cf. the 
bird-names xoo9(Àoç, ópxíAoc, pouyí(Àoc). 

In any case, it would seem reasonable to class ÖrtaAAog and öntikog with aiy- 
(BaAAoc etc. and XovtiAog etc. respectively as "familiar", deminutive-like denominative 
derivatives. And if so, they are hardly likely to be items of any great age. This being 
the case, it would be especially unconvincing to insist that these dialect forms for ‘eye’ 
must ultimately be derived from something as remote as a hypothetical formation 
(h,ek*-t- as above?) with tautosyllabic &*t simply for the sake of having a thorn clus- 
ter in these words. Surely it would be more plausible to suppose that the nxt- of Oxti- 
Aog is more or less comparable to that of the large number of deverbative formations 
made to Önona etc. in Greek (-ontosc, -öntng, (-)ozte00, (-Jontho, (-Jontinöc: Frisk 
GEW 2, 407; Chantraine DELG, 811), all of which reflect a heterosyllabic k*t which is 
furthermore of post-PIE origin in the majority of the cases. ÖrtaAAog may be classed 
among the cases (e.g. Schwyzer GG 1, 299) in which a labio-velar (before s and # in 
particular) is continued by a velar. 

As for 693aAuUGc, a comparison with formations like ivöaAuög (Hp.) '(mislead- 
ing) appearance’, oxıvönAuög/ oxwoaAguóc (Hp +) ‘splinter’ is practically inevitable. 
Since ivöaAnög is a verbal abstract to Ivö@AAoyuan “appear, seem’, one could further 
compare oxaAuóg ‘oar-peg’ : ox&AXo ‘dig up’ (on the semantics Frisk GEW 2, 716), 
waAuög ‘a plucking’ etc.: yáw ‘pluck’, and, more generally, xataQudse ‘purification’ : 
naðaipw ‘cleanse’, 11&0uóc ‘sneezing’ : Ntaigw ‘sneeze’, &ygopóc ‘collection, levy’ : 
&ysípo ‘gather’, oixtipuóc ‘pity’ : oixtiow ‘have pity (on)’, óóvouóc ‘lamentation’ : 
óó06pogat ‘mourn, lament’ etc. If öpdaAuöäg is judged by iv6oA góc, and iv6aAuóc by 
its own further parallels, it follows that 6p8aAp6¢ is in origin a verbal noun meaning 
'sight that has come to mean ‘eye’. This semantic development is exactly parallelled by 
Öuua ‘eye’ (< ok*-mn, presumably ‘sight’) and by Öyıc, which can mean (in addition 
to appearance) both ‘power of seeing, vision’ and ‘eye’. 

A deverbative ópOaAuóc will have been derived, in all probability, either from an 
*OpUQAAO/£- (cf. ivónAuóc : IvöadAouaı etc. above) or from an *óqoO00A0/t- (cf. 
x£UÜuóc : xeó0c, ào8uóc : GES, Bouyuóg : Bpóxo etc.). An *óg0aAAXo/t- (-io/e- 
present) is more likely, however, since the *ó«q902.- itself may probably be taken to 
show that the verb in question (that gave rise to ópOaA A óc) was denominative. A sim- 
ple and attractive further possibility is that of conjecturing that *óqo8aAA0/E- ‘see’, the 
most probable basis of öpdaAuög, was itself derived from (what would eventually have 
come out as) an *Óq0Ao-, a nomen instrumenti (as if) from h,ek*-dhlo- ‘eye’. Formally, 
one might compare to 099Ao- : d—~haddo- the pairs ëx9oóç ‘hateful’ : Exdaipw ‘hate’, 
&Xo«oóg ‘light’ : £Àepatpouat “make light of, belittle, make a fool of, cheat’. If there 
actually was a PIE h,ek*dhlo- with a tautosyllabic k¥dh, then ó«9aAXuóc could ulti- 
mately show the reflex of a thorn cluster, but not one that could also be reflected in 
Ved. aks-. 

Ep., class. ksana- (m/n) ‘instant’? and U., ep. class. abhiksnam ‘repeatedly’ (lex. 
abhiksna-), if they mean anything at all, may either have something direct to do with 
aks(a)n- (quasi hj k*s-(e)n- : hek*s-(e)n-) or point only to an -en locative ($ 50.3) 
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In purely descriptive terms,?° the word for ‘ear’ could exhibit the same 
pattern: 


h,eus- / hus- : Av. dual us-i (hus-4H), OCS usi (h,eus-ıH), Lith. g. 
pl. aus; L. auris;?4 compounds like Gk. napfjiov ‘cheek’ 
(< par-aus-110-) etc., Ir. arae ‘temple’ (par-aus-10-), L. aus-cul- 
tare 

h,(e)us-es- : Gk. oc etc. (< ous-0s?? cf. Myc. a-no-we etc. < -ous- 
és $26.13), Ir. au/pl. au(a)e (< aus-os/aus-es-a), OCS 
ucho / usese 

h,(e)us-(s)-(e)n- : Gk. ovd-at-, Arm. u-n-(kn), Gmc. aus-an- 
(Goth. ausö etc.) 


Neither ‘eye’ nor ‘ear’, however, presents the difficult situation encoun- 
tered with ‘head’. It is only in the case of kr(e)h,-(s)-(n)- that we actu- 
ally find a language (namely Greek) that combines X and X+s+n 
into a paradigm. With the others, the paradigm, even if heteroclitic, 
shows at most an alternation between X and X+ (e.g. Slavic ok*-/ 
ok*-es-, aus-/aus-es-) or X+s and X+ s+ n (e.g. Skt. ok*-s- / ok*s-n-, 
Gk. ous-es- / ous- (s) -n-). What is required, therefore, is an overall solu- 
tion that can lead to an explanation of the (virtually unique) Greek X 
/ X + s+ n paradigm while making the -n- of krh,sn- basically compar- 
able to that of A,e/ostn- ‘bone’ etc. ($ 54.2) —i.e. a late addition to the 
oblique stem made independently by the languages that show it. It goes 
without saying that an acceptable solution will also have to account for 
the Vedic paradigm, but this would not present any real difficulty were 
it not for the Greek correspondent. 


56. To recapitulate quickly, it seems likely that the very earliest 
PIE paradigm of ‘head’ was a hysterokinetic -(e)h,-stem ($$ 36ff.). But 
the Greek paradigm does not continue this directly, and the Sanskrit 
still less (§§ 48 ff.). The question then becomes that of arriving at the 
best account of the further developments that have led to the para- 


made to the s-stem seen in dual aks-i etc. (as if A &*s-en) and then probably not 
directly identifiable with aks(a)n- (S 58.4). 

2° Descriptively because the forms in apparent A,eus-/h,us- are in the very last analysis 
the outcome of h eus-s- / h,us-s- (S 57.6). 

21 Latin auris may be put here under the theory (e.g. Exnout-Meillet DELL, 59) that 
aures/auris is a direct rearrangement of the s-stem dual and comparable in that respect 
to Lith. ausis. 

? On the root vocalism of the Greek form see now Peters Untersuchungen, 59, but with 
reference to Szemerényi, SMEA 3, 47 ff. 
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digms that are actually found in those languages. This amounts to 
determining what could best be reconstructed (for PIE and/or the indi- 
vidual languages) as the mid-stage(s) between the most original inflec- 
tion and the ultimate outcomes. All the most obvious possibilities have 
been considered and rejected ($$ 51-53), and in particular these consid- 
erations have led to the recognition of the possibility that oblique 
krh,sn- was not necessarily there yet in PIE ($ 54). Furthermore, there 
is some support in any case for this general orientation toward the stem 
krh,sn- (S 54.2). Finally, it appears that the problematical three-way 
stem alternation (kreh, /krh,-es-/krh,-s-n-) in the word for ‘head’ has 
clear parallels only in the words for’ eye’ and ‘ear’ ($ 55), and it has 
emerged that the nub of the problem is that Greek has kreh, and krh,sn- 
without any reliable trace of the krh,es- paradigm that would seem at 
first glance to be a prerequisite for krh,sn-? (§ 55). 


57.1 At this point, nothing remains but to approach the Greek and 
Vedic paradigms once again, but now without the unquestioned 
assumption that PIE always had an oblique &rh,sn-, and therefore with- 
out any objection to the opposite view if this turns out to provide a 
solution. This approach has the immediate advantage of offering maxi- 
mum comparability between krh,sn- and the other neuter obliques 
(h,e/ostn- etc.) from which it ought not to be too far dissociated. If in 
addition it leads to a possible account of the Greek paradigm and a rec- 
onciliation of this with the Skt. situation, it will have to be considered 
superior to the reconstruction of a PIE krh,sn-. And if it also offers a 
basis for the general morphological similarity displayed by the words 
for ‘head’, ‘eye’ and ‘ear’, this will also be a strong argument in its favor. 


57.2 Strategically then, what is now to be emphasized is the paral- 
lelism between krh,sn- and the h,estn-type of oblique. It has already 
been suggested ($ 54.3, .4) that the process by which these were created 
may be described as the “prefixing” of -n- to the oblique endings. This 
means at the same time that they are expansions of the original oblique 
rather than derivatives or expansions of the nom.-acc.: 


h,ost- ‘bone’ h,eus-(o)s ‘ear’ 

hest- > hest+n- h,(e)us-es- > h,(e)us-s + n- 
If Skt. #rah / Sirsn- is viewed as the result of precisely the same process, 
it would imply: 


23 One could dispense with the s-stem only if a -s(e)n-oblique could be justified here 
(but cf. $ 52.3). 
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krh,- (0)s ‘head’ 
Erh,- es- > krh,-s+n- 


This is not very instructive, however, because aside from indicating that 
the addition of -n- seems to have conditioned a reduction of -es- to -s- 
(§ 58.4 and cf. ok*-es- vs. ok*-s + n-?* ‘eye’, h,(e)us-es- vs. h,(e)us-s + 
n-*> ‘ear’), the only consequence is that the Skt. paradigm becomes most 
immediately a rearrangement of a neuter s-stem. This is obvious in any 
case, but provides no approach to the analysis of the Greek situation. 

But if an attempt is made to view the Greek paradigm along 
exactly the same lines, then kröh, /krh,sn- automatically becomes the 
result of: 


kreh, ‘head’ 
krh,-es- > krh,-s + n- 


57.3 Here, of course, it is the starting point that raises questions. 
But it is immediately apparent that if a nom.-acc. kreh, (the original 
form) beside an oblique (and oblique only) krh,-es- could be accounted 
for, all the problems so far encountered ($$ 51ff.) would disappear. 
The Greek paradigm would simply result from the development just 
sketched above. The same starting point would also provide the basis 
for a straightforward account of the Skt. correspondent. It would sug- 
gest that kreh, /kyh,-es- was remodelled to krh,-os/krh,-es-, a normal 
neuter s-stem. After that, oblique krh,-es- would have been expanded to 
krh,-s + n- in the usual way (cf. Skt. ak-s+n- ‘eye’, äs+n- ‘mouth’ 
etc.). The derivative kréh, -jo- seen in Indic * Sraya- (S 28.2) can also be 
easily accommodated in such a scheme. Its formation would simply 
have preceded the analogical replacement of kreh, by krh,-os in I-Ir. 


57.4 A hypothesis of this sort would automatically meet most of 
the requirements ($$ 55, 57.1) for a satisfactory solution. It allows for 
explanations of both the Skt. and the more difficult Greek paradigms 
without calling for anything but trivial or well-parallelled innovations 
in either case. In addition, it requires only that oblique krh,s + n- be of 
the same type as other obliques in the same group, and formed in the 
same way-by independent expansion of the pre-existing oblique. 
Beyond this, it xemains to be seen whether this interpretation can throw 
any light on the morphological parallelisms shown by ‘head’, ‘eye’, and 


'ear. 


24 i.e. in Slavic (e.g. OCS oko) vs. Vedic (aks(a)n-)-$ 55. 
25 i.e. in Irish (du) vs. Greek (obat-) -$ 55. Cf. also $ 58.1. 
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_ 57.5 But an evaluation is premature without some account of how 
kreh, /krh,-es- could have arisen. There is no sense in which it may be 
considered original. In general terms, there is no such thing as a zero/ 
-es- heteroclitic “type” to be attributed to PIE. More specifically, there 
is even reason to suppose, in the case of the PIE word for ‘head’ itself, 
that the protolanguage simply had a hysterokinetic -eh,-stem in the 
first instance ($$ 36.2 ff.). This necessarily means that if the indications 
gained from combining the Greek and Skt. paradigms point most easily 
to the strange-looking starting point now being considered, this start- 
ing point must have replaced the earlier kreh, /krh,-, and must have 
arisen analogically in PIE. But then a model is required. It should be as 
closely related a model (semantics, gender, phonological shape) as 
possible, and it should present (or synchronically seem to present in 
PIE) a heteroclisy of the type n-a X/obl. X + es-. 

At this point our attention is naturally drawn to the morphologi- 
cally parallel words for ‘eye’ and ‘ear’. And it is not necessary to look 
any further. For the application of one securely assumable PIE phono- 
logical rule to the theoretically original paradigm of ‘ear’ would inevi- 
tably produce a paradigm that could only be synchronically interpreted 
as a case of X/ X + es- "heteroclisy". 


57.6 The PIE word for ‘ear’, a neuter s-stem made on the root 
h,eus-?* would ideally have had the following inflection in pre-PIE in 
the relevant cases: 


sg:" n-a. A,éus-s du: A,us-s-tH 
dat. h,us-és-ei 
loc. h,us-és-(1) 
inst. /,us-és-h, 


It is practically certain, however, that -ss- between vowels was simpli- 
fied to -s- in PIE? And if heterosyllabic -ss- (a cluster of only two con- 
sonants) received this treatment, it would seem likely a fortiori that the 


26 See Szemerényi, SMEA 3, 47ff.; Schindler, Flex und Wortbildung, 259ff., Peters 
Untersuchungen, 58 ff. 

"7 Absolutely strictly speaking, the gen.-abl. should have been h,us-és-s in the very first 
instance. This could be expected to have become h us-és very early (cf. further down in 
this $), and would thus have been entirely open to re-analysis as a root-noun gen.-abl., 
a development that would have further facilitated the train of events about to be re- 
constructed here. 

28 és-si ‘you are’ > PIE ési (Ved. dsi/ Av. ahi : Gk. el) is the standard example. For 
others (and cases of PIE s < ss in other positions) cf. Brugmann Grdr?, 1.2, 724 f., e.g. 


kréh, /krh,sn- vs. kih,os/krhysn- 211 


sequence -Css# with tautosyllabic -ss ın a cluster of three consonants 
would also end up with a single s (-Css# > -Cs#).2° In the present 
case, this means that the dual A,us-s-iH became PIE A,usiH ‘the two 
ears’ (cf. Av. usi and, except for the root vocalism, OCS x$). But it is 
also likely that the n-a sg. h,eus-s became PIE heys. The result of this 
development would have been a paradigm n-a h,eus / obl. h,us-es-. 

Furthermore, no analogical remedy for this irregular pattern could 
have been available until the neuter s-stems, as a class, replaced n-a -s 
with -os later on.?? But it may be emphasized that even if some remedy 
had been available, it is far from clear that it would have been adopted. 
In the n-a dual, pre-PIE A,us-s-ıH had become h,usiH. The dual in the 
paradigm of this word is likely to have been influential! and a n-a dual 
h,us-iH (synchronically a root noun dual) could only have tended to 
lend strong support to a n-a sg. 4 eus (synchronic root noun). The 
result, therefore, had to be: 


n-a X : sg. keys du. A,us-iH 
obl. X + es : h,us-es- 


Finally, we may note that the "regularization" of this paradigm through 
a development in the opposite direction (the elimination of h,us-es- in 
favor of h,eus-/h,us-) would have been disfavored from the beginning, 
since it would have amounted to spreading a type of formation (neuter 
root noun) that was clearly moribund already in PIE. Neuter -es- stems 
(of several derivational types), on the other hand, seem to have been 
very productive, and continued to be so in several of the later branches. 


57.7 In any case, the developments leading from the PIE “ear par- 
adigm to that of the individual languages are perfectly clear and need 
not be detailed here with any real completeness. The typical innova- 
tions are a) the replacement of monosyllabic 4 eys in the n-a by h eys- 
os (once the -os allomorph had become available): thus Slavic uch-o 


29 The examples given by Brugmann (cf. previous note) for a general PIE reduction -ss 
> -s at word-end are either not absolutely certain (*mis-s > müs > L. mus/ Gk. uoc) 
or else make the point only for one branch (Ved. á-ghas ‘you ate’). 

30 "That this was at least relatively late (and therefore plausibly taken to have post-dated 
the ss > s reduction) is suggested by the survival of s-stem nom.-accusatives of the 
structures CerH-s and Ce#H-s into the individual languages (cf. Schindler, Flex und 
Wortbildung, 265f. on the non-original character of -os in PIE nom.-acc. neuter s- 
stems). 

31 Cf. apparent hyeys-i- in Latin auris and Lith. ausis, each independently back-formed 
from the dual, to all appearances. 
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Irish au, Gk. *oóh-oc; ? b) the generalization of h,eus- root vocalism 
(less frequently A,us-) : Slavic dual aust (> OCS ust) and obl. aus-es- 
(OCS usese etc. = Irish au(a)e); c) the back-formation of new (ani- 
mate) singulars altogether from the dual (with new full grade root): 
Latin auris = Lith. ausis; d) n-expansion of the oblique A,(e)us-es- to 
h,(e)us-(s)-n-: clearest in Gk. ovat-, indirectly there in Gmc. ausan-, 
Arm. un(kn). For the Greek developments in particular, just as an 
example, one might easily assume that h,eus/h,us-es- became aus-os/ 
aus-es- (with root vocalism probably levelled in one direction or the 
other? and with normalized nom.-acc.), and that this was followed by 
ousos/ouses- and ousos/ous(s)n-* Finally, it seems that although the 
new analogical n-a in -os consistently appears in the simplex paradigm, 
the aus that is descriptively identical to the outcome of the older n-a is 
well-enough represented (Š 55) that ausos need not be considered very 


old. 
57.8 Returning now to kreh, / brh,- ‘skull, head’, the following 
points may be recalled: 


1) The reconstructions Árh,sr/ krh,sn-, kreh, / kyh,sn-, and krh,os/ 
krh,sn- for PIE itself all present insuperable obstacles to the Se 
tion of the paradigms actually found either in Greek or in Vedic or 
both ($$ 51.3-53.2). 


2) A PIE oblique krh,sn-, however, is neither absolutely necessary 
nor even very desirable ($ 54.2). The parallels suggest instead a krh,- 
(e)s- oblique that has been expanded by -n-. 


3) At the same time, the Gk. paradigm excludes a n-a krh, os for 
this oblique Arh,es- ($ 53.1). 


4) What remains, therefore, is the reconstruction of the oblique 
krh,es- and the n-a Áréh, which is only the original n-a anyway 


(S$ 57.1—.2). 


32 Cf. note 22 above. 

3 Both heus- and h us- would yield Greek ays- (Peters Untersuchungen, 1Vff., 113ff. 
(summary), cf. 58 ff.). But levelling in one direction or the other in a neuter s-stem is 
virtually certain to have occurred, and generalization of the full grade is more likely 
than not (if-as is perfectly possible ($$ 41.2 f£.) - the levelling in question took place 
already in PIE or, in any case, before the Greek treatments of h aus- and h,us- did 
away with the need for any levelling at all). 

34 This is not the only possible order in which these developments could have taken 
place, but it is likely that the oblique still had suffixal -es- when the nom.-acc. acquired 
its -os. It would otherwise be much more difficult to explain why this nom.-acc. ever 
arose at all. 
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5) The resulting kröh, /krh,-es- is both an innovation and neces- 
sarily analogical ($ 57.5), but would remove all the difficulties if a 
plausible source of its X/X-Fes heterochsy could be identified 
($ 57.3—.4). 


57.9 Just such a source, however, is now available in the word for 
‘ear’, which may be counted upon to have exhibited a paradigm n-a 
heus (X)/ obl. /,us-es- (X + es) from a very early stage of PIE until 
relatively late ($ 57.6). At any point in the time during which this para- 
digm existed, it could have served as the model on which was made the 
kreh,/krh,-es- which is practically indispensable to the explanation of 
Greek x00 /rpüat- and its reconciliation with Vedic strah /sirsn- (cf. 
S 57.3): 

PIE hréh, /krh,-es- > Gk. k(r) rah, / krh,-s + n- 

[*] 

I-Ir sr l-as /srH-as- > srH-as/srH-s + n- 

Only a few loose ends to this proposal remain. 
58.1 It may be noted that the I-Ir. developments in the ‘head’ par- 


adigm may be placed side-by-side with the Greek developments in the 
case of ‘ear’ (§ 57.7): 


kreh, / krh, -es- SrH-as / érH-as- SrH-as / $H-s + n- 
1 2 3 
h eus /h,us-es- aus-os / aus-es- ous-os / 0M$-5 + n-35 


58.2 It has been repeatedly emphasized ($$ 52, 57.5) that an anal- 
ogical process like the one just proposed is only plausible when the 
model and the item that comes to follow it are in some close association 
to one another. Unfortunately, there are no objective criteria that could 
help decide whether h,éus (or haus) ‘ear’ and kréh, (or krah,) ‘skull’ 
could have been a pair of the requisite type in PIE. We may therefore 
content ourselves with the following points: 


35 Parallel to the second and third stages, one could easily imagine that the neuter s-stem 
pes-os / pes-es- ‘penis’ (Ved. pasas-, Gk. noc) also had its oblique expanded by -n- (at 
least in pre-Latin), and that the oblique of the resulting pes-os/pes-(s)-n- then served 
as the basis for a new, non-neuter pes(s)n-i- > L. penis. But this is not unavoidable, 
since an independent parallel formation in -ni- is not excluded (cf. kris-ni- > crines 
‘locks (of hair)’ : kris-to- > crista ‘plume, crest’). Independent of the s-stem in any case 
are Gk. nöotn and the Gmc. formation seen in OHG fasel, 
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a) ‘head’ may be considered a “cover-term” for at least three 
words for body parts that were s-stems (either root nouns from roots in 
-s or neuters in -es-) from the first. These are ‘ear’ itself (h,eus /h,us-es- 
as above), ‘mouth/face’ (0s— further analysis is unclear: I-Ir. 2s-, L. 6s, 
Irish gen. 4), and ‘nose’ (nas- : I-Ir. nas- etc.; apparent näs-(e)s- in 
Latin nas-um). Later on, h,ek* ‘eye’ also became partly an -es-stem in 
I-Ir. and Slavic (cf. $ 55). In this context, it is not too surprising that the 
word for ‘head’ should have acquired -es-stem forms. Since kreh, was 
neuter, it is also understandable that it might follow the formal model 
of heus (neut.) rather than nas- (fem.). The details of any possible role 
played by ös ‘mouth’ are not recoverable since it is not clear what the 
paradigm of this word looked like at the relevant stage. 


b) Along the same lines, it may be noted that the compound par- 
aus-iio- jointly reflected by Greek and Irish (§ 55), and therefore quite 
possibly inherited, seems to indicate that h,eus ‘ear’, as the most promi- 
nent feature of the side of the head, served as the basis for the PIE 
name given to that entire part of the head (whence Greek ‘cheek’) or 
skull (whence Irish temple") [*]. This is parallelled by the use of h,ck* 
‘eye’ and s ‘mouth’, the most conspicuous features of the front of the 
head, to refer to the entire face (or to serve as the basis of names for 
‘face’) in several IE languages. 


c) The view that the PIE word for ‘head’ was formally rearranged 
under the influence of ‘ear’ (and that ‘eye’ followed suit) could have a 
quasi-parallel on the strictly phonological level in Common Germanic. 
The correspondence of Latin caput ‘head’ to OE hafud and Olc. hofud 
points to a root shape kap- for the word.” This is confirmed by Skt. 
kapála- ‘skull’ together with OE hafela ‘head’ and probably L. capula 
‘bowl, cup’. But the more wide-spread Germanic form is haufud rather 
than original hafud. The form with -au-vocalism is represented in all 
branches (Goth. haubip; Olc. haufuó beside hofuó; OHG houbit, OS 
höbid, OE heafod beside hafud). The indications are, therefore, that 
hafud became haufud in Common Gmc. and the original form, where 
retained, is an archaism. The most obvious source of the -au- of haufud 
is that of ausan- and augan-, and ‘eye’, in turn, probably owes its au- to 
‘ear’ at least in part. If the Germanic word for ‘head’ was assimilated to 
‘ear’ (with or without the additional influence of ‘eye’), it would not 
seem unreasonable to suppose that PIE A,eus/h,us-es- ‘ear’ could have 


36 Skt. kapucchala- ‘topknot; part of the sacrifical ladle’ (W-D 2.2, 483f. etc.) is less cer- 
tain (Mayrhofer KEWAi 1, 156f.). 
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served as the formal model on which kreh, /krh,- ‘head, skull’ acquired 
an analogous paradigm (kreh, /krh,-es-) if such a paradigm is the only 
one that allows an entirely straightforward explanation of all the facts. 


58.3 There is an apparent asymmetry between h,eys/h,us-es- (or 
ays / h,us- es-), with e/zero (or a/zero) ablaut, and kreh, /krh, -es- (or 
krah, /krh,-es-) with é/zero (or a/zero) ablaut. This may be dealt with in 
more than one way, but the simplest account would be that in the para- 
digm /,eus / husfH /h,us-es-, the oblique could only be analyzed as a 
zero-grade of the n-a (which also appeared in the dual) plus -es-, and 
that the remodelling of kreh, /krh,- only amounted to making the obli- 
que conform to this dial of ae -es-. Since oblique krh,- already 
showed complete apophonic reduction, it was only necessary to add the 
-es-formant. 


58.4 As to the mechanics of the -n-expansion of krh,es- to krh,-s- 
(e)n-, it has already been noted ($ 57.2) that the development seems to 
have entailed the reduction of -es- to -s- and that this has parallels 
(OCS očes- : Skt. ak-s-n-; OCS us-es-, Irish au-(a)e : aus-(s)-n- > Gk. 
ovhat-). If the ultimate source of the -n- in the type A,est-n-, h,us-s-n- 
etc. is that of the original 7/n-stems, an explanation suggests itself. The 
models in question were of three types:?/ proterokinetic -ur/-nen-stems 
(e.g. sneh,ur ‘sinew’, piHur fat) and acrostatic -r/-n-stems (iék*r 
‘liver’, A óuHdh-r ‘udder’ etc.). In the first type, zero grade root was 
regular in the oblique before -ugen- from the beginning. In the second 
type, e-grade root was original in the oblique in the very first instance. 
This seems to have been replaced by zero grade, but only in roots of 
the structure CeR(C) (C) (possible example: h,uHdh-(e)n- ‘udder’- 
generalized in Skt.). In other roots, the e-grade remained (e.g. iek*- 
(e)n- liver). In addition, several of the r/n-stems in the relevant 
semantic area (e.g. h,ésh,r ‘blood’ and perhaps sókr ‘excrement’) promi- 
nently featured aui hikinetie collective by- forms, where zero grade 
root in the oblique, no matter what the root shape, was also regular 
(A ésh,-or/h,sh;-nn- > Hitt. ishan-). In short, the r/n-stems as a whole 
could have either e grade or zero grade roots in the oblique at the 
beginning of the histories of the individual languages. More often than 
not, it was zero grade. 

The structures presented by the models were therefore varied but 
finite in number. But if, on the one hand, such structures served as the 


? The analyses are those of Schindler, BSL 70, 1ff. 
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models for h,est-n-, h,us-s-n- etc., and at the same time were never 
themselves interpretable (§ 54.3) either as derived from their nom.- 
accusatives (in -r) or as expansions of a simpler n-less oblique, one can- 
not necessarily expect krh,-es- > krh,-es + n- or h,us-es- > h,us-es + n- 
in the first place. No proportion can be established between the (r)/n- 
stems and the original paradigms of the secondary heteroclitics that 
could have led to the addition of -n- to the unchanged oblique. Instead, 
one has to view both A,est-n- and Árh,-s-n- as assimilated to the struc- 
tures (as a whole) ER by the (r)/n-stems. And in that case, there 
is no reason to expect that making the oblique stem end in -n- would 
necessarily be the beginning and end of the assimilation of the oblique 
structure of these items to that of the (r)/n-stems. While an oblique 
like h,est-, for example, could simply become A,est-n- (with a structure 
CeCC-n- supported by 4, esh,-n- ‘blood’ etc.), this was not the case with 
*krh,-es-n- or *h,us-es-n-. Structures of this sort (CRCeC-n-?®) were 
lacking among the models. If such structures were lacking, and if at the 
same time zero grade (and almost exclusively monosyllabic) structures 
were very well represented, it is not surprising that CRCeC- was trans- 
formed into a parallelled and acceptable CRCC-n- (krh,s-n-, h,us-s-n-; 
cf. h,uHdh-n- *'udder) by the elimination of the full-grade vowel. 

Finally, what little evidence there is for PIE nominal formations in 
-(e)s- plus -(e)n- points to an oblique in -s-(e) n- (e.g. RV infinitives of 
the type Sa-san-i ‘swell, be mighty’ and the comparable Greek forma- 
tion). These may also have played a role in the reduction of krh,-es- as 
part of the process of expanding the oblique to &rh,-s- (e) n-,? si it 
could only have been a purely formal one. 


58.5 There remains the question of the chronology of the devel- 
opment. An answer can only be given within wide limits. It has already 
been suggested that Sirs-(a)n- is essentially independent of xgäh-art- 
($$ 54 ff.), and that the terminus ante quem in both cases is the treatment 
of -RHC-sequences i in Gk. and Skt. respectively (cf. ftn. 38). The termi- 
nus post quem is the replacement of n-a kréh, by kfh,os in I-Ir. (and its 
consequent divergence from Greek). At the very earliest, then, the 
krh,-s-(e)n- that can be set up to unify the Greek and Skt. obliques 
could have been formed in dialectal PIE. If it is assumed that -n- 
expansion (and the creation of secondary obliques) was a development 
of the late stages of the protolanguage itself (which is not impossible), 


38 Naturally the stem krh,sn- was created before the loss of laryngeals in Gk. and I-Ir. 
3 Cf. note 5 above. 
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one might say 1) that the dialect ancestral to Greek had a paradıgm 
krah, / krh,-es-, 2) the dialect ancestral to I-Ir. had $rh,-os /$rh,-es-, and 
that 3) both dialects belonged to the group that began to remodel cer- 
tain neuter obliques on that of the (r)/n-stems (as in $ 58.4 above) 
without regard for the formation of the corresponding nom.-acc. The 
result would be krah, / krh,s- (e) n- vs. #h,os /srh,s-(e)n-. Naturally, this 
hypothesis cannot be insisted upon, and is presented only as an account 
of the earliest conceivable set of developments that could have led to 
the observable situation. 


58.6 At first glance, a relatively early date for the creation of 
krh, $-(e)n- would seem to be advisable if yet a third branch (Germanic) 
as pre-supposes it. The Germanic material already discussed ($ 50) 
was treated under the traditional assumption that the hers(a)n- under- 
lying OIc. hjarsi (masc.) was at least indirectly related to the neuter 
oblique of Gk. and Skt., and two possible analyses were given. Both of 
them took this traditional assumption for granted, and it would seem 
that both are still viable if the interpretation of neuter oblique 
krh,s(e)n- /frh,s(e)n- as late PIE (but still PIE-see just above) is ac- 
cepted.^ But if, on the basis of $$ 51.2-57, it should turn out that it is 
better for any reason to see Sirs(a)n- and xo@haz<- etc. as utterly inde- 
pendent, then the Germanic correspondent(s) should also be re-anal- 
yzed in such a way that a PIE neuter oblique kyh,s(e)n- (even a late 
one) is no longer indispensable, although k&rh,-es- may still be invoked. 

In general, of course, it is not very difficult to explain any given 
Gmc. n-stem as secondary. But whether or not we wish to retain the 
view that hersan- is ultimately related to sirsn-/uodhat-, the feature 
that must be accounted for is the root e-grade, which was probably 
absent from the neuter oblique (cf. $ 50.1). In any case, this hersan- will 
certainly remain the basis of the further derivatives (Š 50.8) Aerznija- 
(OHG hirni “brain” and herznan- (Olc. hjarni ‘brain’) in one way or 
another, so that the question becomes whether hersan- could have had, 
at least hypothetically, a PIE starting point other than a neuter oblique 
krh,s(e)n-. Once the options are limited in this way, it does become the- 
oretically possible that hersan- ‘crown of the head’ is merely a mechani- 
cally extended *hersa- ‘crown’ (cf. Olc. hnakkr ‘neck’ : hnakki ‘id’ etc. 
$ 50.8). This, in turn, would then reflect kerh, -s- o- ‘belonging to/part of 


*9 A Jate PIE neut. oblique krh,s(e) n- would only have to be early enough to allow for 
the apophonic rearrangements called for by the radical full grade of the Gmc. masc. 
hersan- (SS 50.1 ff.). 
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the head’, an old derivative of krh,-es- ‘head’. There is, however, no 
conclusive evidence pointing to this particular inherited derivative,** 
and the details (both formal and functional) of the further derivatives 
herzn-ija- and herzn-an- would remain to be worked out. 


58.7 It will be recalled that much was made in the previous discus- 
sion (SS 26.4, 36.1) of the point, first made by B.Forssman, that the 
identity of the Skt. oblique Sirs(a)n- with the Gk. oblique xeahat- 
guarantees that the n-a x&pà belonged to a heteroclitic paradigm from 
very early on. Certain conclusions were largely based on this 
(S 36.2 ff). If it now appears that the Skt. and Gk. obliques ought to be 
considered independent of one another (at least to some extent), this 
point will have to be modified. It does not, however, lose its basic force: 
the paradigm kreh,/krh,s(e)n- may be a Greek creation. But the para- 
digm which it disc succeeded (namely kröh,/krh,-es-) was itself 
heteroclitic, and we may therefore continue to have some confidence in 
the antiquity of the apophonic structure of n-a xápà. 


58.8 This concludes section III, the subject of which has been the 
relationships among kér-h,-s (népac "horn, krh,-es- (Skt. ffrah/ Av. 
sarah-) and kr-h,-s-(e)n- (Skt. sirs(a)n-, Gk. oe etc., Gmc. her- 
san- etc.), and the processes by which these were derived from the pre- 
vious layer of formations represented by ker-h, *horn (material)' and kr- 
eh, ‘skull, head’. It was suggested at the sang that kfh,-os ‘head’ 
and kerh,-s ‘horn’ are best considered independent of one another 
(SS 41 "M but one problem that was held in abeyance ($ 43.2) was the 
advisability of assuming that two formations that were both descrip- 
tively k(e) r-(e)h,- would serve as the bases of twin further derivatives 
in -(e)s-. It can now be seen that the apparent parallelism between 
kth,-os and kerh,-s is illusory, since x&pag seems to be altogether an 
early creation of Greek and oblique krh,-es- ‘head’ may well have 
become xpähv- / xapahv- by the time xépac was formed. The two thus 
need never have co-existed. 


4 Cf., however, note 82 (paragraph b) to Part IIb. 


kröh, /krhysn- vs. kfh,os/krh,sn- 219 


59. In schematic form, the situation so far may be represented as: 


‘head-bone (material) 









‘horn (object)' p | kör-h,-0- ‘the head-bone (coll) > 
kér-h,-s kr-éh,- ‘skull, head’ 
Gk. xépag 
Myc. kerä Av. sara- 
Hitt. kara(uar) L. cer(nuus) 
"T k() r-éh,| ‘the head-bone (coll. > ‘skull, head’ 
| ky-h,- 
I 
| Gk. xóa, xpä-, -xa0, -xo-o- 
Hitt. (eit) kar; OP (fra) -ar-a- 
WE satz iib MS ANE OR i 
E ^ 
= ass: kreh, /kyeh| __________ 
| krh, -es- | 
pre-Gk. Lab, pre-Ilr. (ros : Skt. Sirah 
kr-h,-s-(e)n-: xoāhv- fr-h, -es- 
xapahv- I 
xoühort- $r"H-as 
$r-H-s- (a)n- : Skt. 


Sirs(a)n- 


X > Y: Y is a derivative of X 
X ---> Y: paradigm Y is a remodelling of paradigm X 


IV. k(e) rh,-s-(e)r(o)- ‘headgear’ 


60. The final group of formations to be accounted for! is made up 
of a Greek -r-stem and a few forms descriptively in -ro-/-ra- reflected 
in both Latin and Greek. The r-stem occurs only as a second com- 
pound member: 


Myc. seremo-karaore PY 'Ta 707, 714 
] no-karaore PY Na 1038/0no-kara| PY Mn 1412? 


In both of the Ta passages, we have a determinative compound used as 
an adverbial instrumental (once with geginomena ‘carved’ (?) and once 
with ajamena ‘inlaid’), while ono-karaor- is taken to be a place-name 
with the instrumental in ablative function. The phonological interpreta- 
tion and meaning of the first member seremo- are not sure; ono- is 
usually supposed to represent Övog ‘ass’, but since the compound as a 
whole is a place name, this cannot be verified. In any case, these Myc. 
forms point to a stem -k(a)rahor- in composition, and this in turn has 
been etymologically connected with x&pa, etc., partly because seremo- 
karaapi (cf. $ 49.12) is also found in the Ta tablets (708) with a context 
and syntax precisely parallel to that of seremo-karaore. The Myc. situa- 
tion itself, therefore, would make it seem likely that k(a)rahor- at least 
denoted a body part. 

The more specific connection with the group of xáoa is strongly 
supported by the practically certain identification of Myc. -k(a) rahor- 
with the -xpawpa (< -krahr-ia or the like?) of some post-Myc. com- 
pounds (e.g. Hom. ó99ó0- / £0-«Q0100, Att. Nui-xoaiga). The details of 
their relationship will be discussed below ($$ 65 f.). For the moment, it 
is only to be noted that Greek (and Greek only) presents evidence of an 
r-stem krah-(e/o)r-, and that the meaning of this substantive will have 
to be decided mainly from the indications offerred by the post-Myc. 
evidence for this r-stem (namely the -xpaıpa compounds), since the 
compounds in which the Myc. r-stem appears allow only very general 
semantic conclusions. 


! Other than the various words for ‘hornet’ (Part V, $$ 73 ff., below). 
2 Cf. Risch, SMEA 1, 53f.; Docs? 342f., 344, 501, 502. 
3 Cf. further $$ 69.3.1 ff. 


k (e) v -s- (e) r(o)- ‘headgear’ 221 


61. Beside this r-stem, there is a simplex -ro-formation in Latin 
cerebrum (kerh,sro- ) ‘brain, skull’, an apparent simplex -rä- in the Hsch. 
entry xapägı x£poÀf (kih,sreh,), and a compositional second mem- 
ber -xodaoo- ( -krh,sro- -) in Att.-Ion. va-xAnooc ‘ship-owner, ship’s cap- 
tain’, Attic vaý-xpagoç ‘chief official’ (cf. Hsch. vaóxAapgov óñuqo- 
xot), and in the Boe. personal name (A)a-xpapıöacg, a patronymic 
implying a *Ao-xpapoc. In theory, these Greek -ro-/-ra stems could be 
taken as derivatives of xpa / xpà- ‘head’ rather than krh,-( e)s-, but it 
would seem arbitrary to separate them completely from the r-stem 
(S 60) that also appears in Greek, and Myc. -karaor- practically guaran- 
tees that the r-stem had -s- before the -(e/o) r-formant. This analysis is 
also required for cerebrum. It therefore seems best to proceed on the 
assumption that oblique brh, es- ‘head’ ($$ 57 ff.) served as the basis of a 
derivative in -(e/o)r-, whose meaning has yet to be determined, and a 
derivative in -ro/a- which, in the case of cerebrum, clearly names a part 
of the head, and in the case of xagáoa, seems synonymous with the 
ultimate derivational base krh,-es- (and with xápa / xoühar- etc. as 
well). The stem -xeüeo-, found only in compounds, is ambiguous. It 
could either represent a simplex xQàQoo-, or a compositional form of 
xagóága, or the r-stem plus compositional -o-. The question, then, is 
the exact relationship between kyh,s(e/o)r- and (e) rh,sro-, and the 
relationship between both of these and kreh, /krh,-es-/krh,-s-n-. 


62.1 Strategically, the analysis of the -ro/a forms ought to be 
made to depend upon that of the -r stem because in and of themselves 
they are somewhat ambiguous. For cerebrum, e.g., one might consider 
the possibility of an r-stem krh,-s-(e/o)r ‘head’ from which is made a 
denominative adjective krh,s-r-o- ‘in/on the head’, superficially parallel 
to uod-r/ued-ór ‘water’ > ud-r-ó- ‘in the water’ (which becomes the 
name for various animals found there-Vöpog ‘water-snake’, OHG 
ottar ‘otter’ etc.). The full grade root of cerebrum would be conditioned 
by substantivization of the adjective. The admissibility of such an ana- 
lysis, however, obviously depends on whether or not there is evidence 
favoring a krh,s-(e/o)r ‘head’ of some sort. 


62.2 On the other hand, kerh,sro- ‘brain, skull’ could represent 
most directly a -ro- derivative of Árh,-es- ‘head’. In purely descriptive 
terms, it is possible to identify some secondary -ro-formations in which 


4 Latte Hsch, sv suspects that xap&pa is a dittography for xépa. I thought this possible 
but not necessary in 1976 (cf. Preface). See now Peters Untersuchungen, 241. 
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the suffix has exactly the function that would be required here. For 
example, one might compare krh,s-ro- ‘in/on the head’ to derivatives 
like RV rathirá- ‘(riding/carried) in a chariot’ or, still more directly, to 
nas-ro- ‘at the nose’ (cf. Lith. nasrat ‘oral cavity, MLG nus(t)er 'nos- 
tril’). Since k(e)rh,s-ro- can designate a part of the head, a further par- 
allel might be dhegh-om- ‘earth’ (ydav, Hitt. tekan etc.) vs. dhghem-ro- 
‘field’ (Hitt. gimra-*), descriptively a kind of “partitive” derivative. 

It is altogether possible that a “locatival” -ro-formation like nas- 
ro- or a “partitive” one like dhghem-ro- may be combined by further 
analysis, and it may even be that udro- is not to be considered some- 
thing entirely different from these either. This question will come up 
again later. What is most immediately required is some specification of 
the function and derivational history of Greek -k(a)rah-(e/o)r. Only 
on this basis can the -ro- and -rā formations begin to be analyzed. 


63.1 As far as the r-stem itself is concerned, it has already been 
noted ($ 60) that 1) it occurs only in Greek and only in compounds 2) 
Mycenaean has compositional -k(a) rahor-, while -#paıpa (-«pàho-1a) 
is found later, from Homer onward 3) the exact meaning of Myc. 
-k(a)ráhor- cannot be directly determined and must therefore be gath- 
ered, if possible, from what can be told from -4oatoa. 

Beyond this, a few conclusions may be drawn from the small num- 
ber of additional facts that Myc. does provide. The forms with which 
-k(a)rahor- will have to be aligned are 


1) the inst. pl. simplex ka-ra-a-pi (S 49.12) 


2) the inst. pl. determinative compound seremo-karaapi ‘with 
seremo-heads’ ($ 63.2) 


3) the nom. sg. determinative or possessive compound gou-kara 
‘ox-head’ or ‘ox-headed’ 


4) the nom. sg. possessive compound a-karano (= a-krahnos/a- 
karahnos) ‘headless’ (PY Ta 715) 


63.2 On the basis of this material, there are the following points 
to be made. 


1) The -or- of k(a)räh-or- could represent either an o-grade of 
the r-formant or a phonological development of -r- to -or-.6 But in 
neither case can the same stem be identified in karaapi (as if = 


* Cf., most recently, Eichner, Hethitisch und Indogermanisch, 57 note 49. 
6 So Peters Untersuchungen, 241 ff. 
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*k(a) ra(h)ar-phi).” If the instrumental singular of a given compound 
(seremo-karaor-e) shows -k(a)rahor- (for no matter what reason), it is 
extremely unlikely that the instrumental plural of precisely the same 
compound would have a different stem shape in that second member.® 
In other words, one would have to expect seremo- *k(a)ra(h) or-phi. In 
addition, it would be totally arbitrary to assume that seremo-karaapi 
‘with s-heads’ does not simply contain karaapi ‘with heads’, and this 
simplex, in turn, cannot be reasonably dissociated from Hom. xeaat- 
etc. 


2) If -kara (= wápo), karaa(t)- (= xodat-), and -karahn-/ 
-krahn- (xáonv-a) are all found in Myc. with the meaning ‘head’, it is 
very difficult to suppose that the relationship among these stems in 
Myc. was anything essentially different from that which obtains in 
Homer- namely that they constituted the paradigm for ‘head’ with no 
other stems involved (xóQà : n-a-. sg. only: xapahv- n-a and gen. pl. 
only; xoGa(t)- for the rest. cf. § 49). 


3) Both for this reason, and on general principles, there is no way 
whatever of justifying a simplex meaning ‘head’ that includes in its par- 
adigm an r-stem in addition to kara and kraha(t)-/karahn-. More par- 
ticularly, if the Myc. simplex inst. pl. is made on kraha(t)-, it is sure that 
the entire singular (except for the n-a) was also made on kraha(t)-. 
There is no such thing as a paradigm with an oblique singular in -r- 
and an oblique plural in -n-? either in Greek or any other IE language. 


4) Therefore, if -k(a)rahor- means ‘head’ at all, then Myc. has two 
lexical items that both mean this. One is the kara/kraha(t)- (and 
karahn-) that appears in post-Mycenaean Greek as the word for ‘head’. 
The other would either be an r-stem (as a simplex) from the first or an 
r/n stem that had generalized r throughout the entire paradigm (like 
no ‘fire’, e.g.) by the time the -karaor- compounds were formed. One 
thing that may be excluded (for this hypothetical second Mycenaean 
word for ‘head’) is the assumption of an r/n stem simplex (still hetero- 
clitic) that appears as an athematic r-stem when it is used as the second 
member of a compound. 


7 Cf. Risch, SMEA 1, 63; Peters Untersuchungen, 235. 

8 Naturally, intra-paradigmatic distinctions in stem allomorphy of the well-known types 
sg. &Qv- : pl. &pva- ‘lamb’, pogv- : poa- ‘midriff’ etc., nat(e)p- : natga- ‘father’ do not 
go very far toward allowing for a -k(a)ra(h)or- : -k(a)ra(h)ar- in this case. 

9 Cf. Risch, SMEA 1, 61ff.; Perpillou, KZ 88, 230ff.; Peters Untersuchungen, 235 ff. 
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These negative conclusions provide the limits within which an 
overall analysis of -&araor- could be admissible if this is the stem of a 
substantive meaning ‘head’. But as already noted (Š 60), the Myc. mate- 
rial in and of itself does not demand this meaning for this formation. 
The parallelism of seremo-karaore and seremo-karaapi does not guaran- 
tee that a karaor- is precisely the same thing as a kraa(t)- ‘head’. As for 
the place-name ono-karaor-, even if it is correctly interpreted as contain- 
ing Övog ‘ass’ as its first member, the head is not the only possible 
body-part of the animal that could come into question; and the identifi- 
cation of ono- is not absolutely secure either (cf. § 69.2). 


64. Throughout this discussion, considerable emphasis has been 
laid upon the actual meaning of each of the relevant formations and an 
attempt has been made to ascribe semantic distinctions among them to 
securely assumable derivational processes, the advantage of this pro- 
cedure being that a systematic and testable view of the complicated 
group in question emerges in this way. For the subset of forms now 
under discussion, it appears that the analysis of the -ro-/-ra-forms is 
impossible without an interpretation of the r-stem that stands beside 
them ($ 62). But the evidence bearing on the question of what this r- 
stem meant consists entirely of Myc. -karaor- plus the -xpaıpa com- 
pounds (Hom. +), and it now would appear that the Myc. part of this 
evidence is insufficient for the purpose ($$ 60, 63). As a result, the for- 
mations in -7(0/2)- can be analyzed only if the -xeatoa compounds 
offer the needed information. We may now turn to these. They involve 
complications of their own. 


65.1 There are only a limited number of -xoaipa compounds: 
nine altogether. Among these nine, we may descriptively distinguish, on 
several grounds, between: 


1) a set of eight compounds in -«patoa (with or without later, 
back-formed -xeaupog), which are all adjectival (possessive), occur only 
in poetry of elevated style (mainly epic and tragedy), and are applied 
only to cattle and ships in the early examples (and most of the later 
ones as well). 


2) the compound nui-Xpaıpa which is Attic only, never occurs in 
elevated poetry (inscriptions and comic dialogue only), clearly means 
‘half the head’, and therefore does not seem to be a possessive com- 
pound like all the others. 
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It would appear, then, that not even an immediate and straightfor- 
ward evaluation of the -«oaipa formations is possible just yet. A recon- 
ciliation of Twi-xeatoa with the others is necessary first. 


65.2 The question of the meaning of the possessive -xpatga com- 
pounds will be dealt with first. The divergent nui-xga1eo, and its rela- 
tionship to the others will be taken up after that. 

The possessive compounds in X-xeatoa (and/or later masc. and 
compositional -xpaipog), when they have a literal, physical use at all, 
always mean 'having horns of X sort. 


Hom.: Boóv óo00xoaioóáov + © 231, % 573, u 348, H. Herm. 220 
(cf. Aesch. Fr. 109.2 óo9óxgooç Bots) 'straight-horned 
cattle’; Bovoiv évxoaionow + H. Herm. 209 ‘cattle well- 
endowed with horns’ 

Aesch.: edugaiom Bot Supp. 300 

Oppian: tavóxoaupoc EAapog Cyn. 1.191 ‘long-horned stag’ 

AP 6.32 (Agath.): 6ó(xpaipog (alongside clearly synonymous Öt- 
xE0MC) ‘two-horned’ 

AP 6.74 (Agath.): Tavöxpaupog taðpoç ‘long-horned bull’ 

Nonnus: óuoxoaítoo (napaxoityn) D. 1.336 ‘with like horns’ 
Booxoatowv (Aéuxtomv) D. 13.314 “(decorated) with ox 
horns’ 
iooxoaipoio (Anotaótfjoc) D. 27.24 ‘with horns just as 
long’ 


Among the usages that are not absolutely literal, these adjectival 
-x00.100 formations are most often applied to ships: 


Hom.: vedv ootoxoatode@v X 3, T 344 
Oppian: ví|gootv Evxpalpoıg (Halieut. 2.516) 
Tryph.: vijac &uxpaipovg (Halosis 213) 


The only other form of any importance ° is 


10 MeAäy-xpaupa is at least an epithet and almost a personal name that is found late 
enough (Lyc. Alex. 1464, ps-Arist. Mir. 83829) that it is not likely to have been one of 
the original instances of Gk. -«patpa compounds. One must therefore allow for a cer- 
tain amount of re- (or mis-?) interpretation of one or more of the older -xpaıpa. com- 
pounds in the eventual formation of neidy-xpaıpa. But even so, the most plausible 
interpretation of the epithet would seem to be 'black-haired', and it would thus appear 
to be one of several cases in which a ‘horn’ word is used to denote ‘hair’. For other 
examples, see note 30 to Part IIa. Viewed in this way, peAty-xeatoa constitutes no 
exception to the general observation that the -4patpa. compounds in question here 
mean '-horned' in principle. 
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A. R. dixeatoa Arg. 4.1613 ‘cleft’ (cf. 6xgooç $ 3.3 and AP 6.32 
above). 


It is therefore to be noted that possessive X-xgaıpa never literally 
means ‘having a head of X sort’. In addition, an original meaning ' X- 
horned’ is anything but disfavored by the application of ó096-xootpa 
(and later £6-«oatooc) to ships. There are good parallels for the use of 
forms that etymologically mean ‘horn’ (or are derivatives of such) to 
designate the projecting parts of a ship. Already in Homer is found the 
term xópuupoa (vnàv ... dxoa xöpuußa I 241 ‘the high projecting parts 
of the ships’), which is clearly a derivate of kor-u- ‘horn’ ($ 5). A some- 
what more specific piece of ship terminology is xegaia 'yard-arm' 
(Aesch., Thuc. +), which also denotes other projections (antennae, the 
boom of a crane etc.) and is the substantivized fem. of xegahto- ‘horn- 
like’, a derivative of xéQac. Given the occurrence of Bodv óo90xoat- 
Q&ov and the etymological connections of xöpvußa and xepata, the 
natural interpretation of ve@v óp80xoautoóov is something like ‘ships 
with straight projections (i.e. yards, booms, spars, bowsprits, masts, 
etc.)'.! As already noted, Apollonius’ 6(xooupa ‘forked, cleft has a pre- 
cise parallel in ö{-xg00g (< -kr-ou-o-) ‘cleft’, which means ‘having two 
horns' etymologically. 

On the basis of their uses in the texts themselves, it would seem 
that the possessive -xpaıpa compounds all mean ‘-horned’. In their lit- 
eral sense, they are applied only to horned creatures. For the more met- 
aphorical applications, the available parallels also suggest this meaning. 


65.3 There is, however, a complicating aspect to the whole ques- 
tion. The problem of assigning compositional -«paipa a basic meaning 
(and the use of ópOoxpoipáov in Homer with both Bo@v and vgóv) 
was already much discussed by the ancient commentators. But their dis- 
cussions are in general very confused. This is because they typically 
insist upon two mutually exclusive points: 


1) BPodv óo90xoato&ov means 'straight-horned cattle’: Hsch., 
Apollon. Lex. s. v. óg06xoouoo; schol. to > 573 


11 For the metaphorical use of ‘-horned’ compounds to describe ships in particular cf. 
hohhurnid (Heliand). 

In contrast, ship-part terms that are also words for ‘head’ (or are derivatives of 
words for ‘head’) do not exist at all in Homer or any relatively early Greek text. The 
only one I know of is xepaAig ‘rope attached to the prow’, which is found in Polyae- 
nus. 
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2) -xoaroa means xEMaAT ‘head’: Hsch. s. 9.; schol. to © 231, > 3; 
Eust. 710.47 ff., 1127.35 ff. 


In order to reconcile these two irreconcilable statements, they engage in 
argumentation (cf. Apollon, Lex.) and contortions (cf. both Eust. pas- 
sages above) that need not be summarized in detail here. 

The texts themselves sufficiently explain. why the possessive 
-4poipa. compounds, when used of cattle, are said by the commentators 
to mean ‘-horned’. The reason for their insistence that -noatoa means 
‘head’, however, is not at all clear from any passage in which one of 
these possessive compounds actually appears. But the reason is given 
more than once (schol. to È 3, both Eust. passages), and in so many 
words. We are told that -«patpoa must mean ‘head’ because Attic Auix- 
Qaipa means TO Tç KEPAAfIg Nuıcv “half the head’. In other words, it 
is clear that the ancient commentators were quite naturally deducing 
the meaning of the poetic possessive compounds (even against the con- 
text) from the meaning of the one and only everyday -xoatoa com- 
pound in the language-or at least they did so whenever it seemed 
possible (so generally not in the case of cattle described as X-xoaupa). 

To be sure, it is necessary to come to some understanding of the 
relationship between the adjectival -xpaıpa forms and the apparently 
determinative Tjuixpaupa. But it is now clear at the same time that 
imposing the meaning ‘head’ (because of Tyuixoatoa) on the possessive 
compounds only leads to the self-contradictions that characterize the 
ancient discussions of the question. 


65.4 It is clear from the beginning that it is unsatisfactory to 
assume that óp906-xpoipa ‘straight-horned’ and Hut-xoatoa ‘half the 
head’ have two different, but homonymous second members, one mean- 
ing ‘horn’ and the other ‘head’. It is also possible to dismiss the assump- 
tion that the possessive -x09a100 compounds originally meant 
*-head(ed)', and that their application to Böeg led to their being re-inter- 
preted as meaning ‘-horned’: 


1) There is no example of a possessive -xorga compound that 
could and/or should be taken to have this hypothetically original mean- 
ing. 


2) This would therefore amount to the peculiar claim that ‘X- 
headed’ shows up as X-xoouoa only if the head in question also hap- 
pens to have horns on it as well (or ‘projections’ in the case of ships). 
This consideration gains additional force from the fact that ‘X-headed’, 
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for things that have no horns or other conspicuous projections, is regu- 
larly expressed by compounds in -xoàvog/-xapüvoc or -xX£paAoc. 
This is already the case in Myc. (akarano ‘headless’ PY Ta 715). It is 
also true of Homeric usage (oÖAoxäepnvog Edevßärng ‘wooly-headed 
E? T 246), and in view of Boóv (t) ipdıua xdonva # (V 260, 4x H. 
Herm.) -to which cf. innov Eavda xáonva + I 407—it is not easy to 
explain why ‘cattle with erect heads’ would not appear as something 
like Doóv óo90xofjvov in the first place if this were the intended 
meaning (cf. Pi. &xatöy-xpovog ‘hundred-headed’, Bacch. yaAnedxnoa- 
voc ‘bronze-headed’ and in particular tóppov óo0óxoovov S. Ant. 
1203). 

For the moment, then, there is no choice but to adopt the working 
hypothesis that the possessive compounds in -xpaıpa simply meant 
“-horned’. Their alignment with the divergent ñuíxoouoo, will then be a 
separate question. 


65.5 In the meaning ‘-horned’ the further analysis of the adjectival 
-Xpa1pa compounds is reasonably straightforward. Strictly speaking, it 
would be theoretically possible to take them as having a second mem- 
ber *xoatoa that itself (as a simplex) means ‘horn’. But this is not the 
best possible interpretation. It is disfavored by the following factors: 


1) There is no positive indication that such a simplex ever existed. 
Hesychius does have an entry «ooipoc ù xE~aAT xai KXPOOTÖALOV, but 
this could be simply a gloss of the second members of (Tu1-)xoa1oa 
and (ve@v óo980-)xpoipáov respectively. The same may be said of 
xoatoar GTOAOL veOv. HETWNO. xepaAot, and both Hutxoatoa and 
óp80xoatoóov appear themselves in Hesychius. Outside of Hesychius, 
xooipa is found only in the midst of comments on Homeric dedoxeat- 
odwv (Eust. 710.50, schol. © 231). It may be safely assumed that 
Xoaioa is decompositional in all such cases. 


2) A possessive compound with a second member that is a -1& 
stem as a simplex, and remains such in the compound, is less well paral- 
lelled than one might wish. As far as Homer is concerned," the only 
such case is &yvıa ‘street’ : £0puóryvia ‘with broad streets’ (used with 
71ÓA1c or the (fem. sg.) name of a specific city). It is substantially more 
common for the -ù stem simplex to become a -10-stem as the second 
member of a possessive compound (e.g. Öpyvia : EvveöpYyviog ‘con- 


12 After Homer, one could mention ergon ‘hair, mane etc.’ beside gò- (Anacr.), 1vpi- 
(B.), tavv- (Pi.) £8gtoa. 
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- taining nine fathoms, nine fathoms long’!?). This is even the case when 
the compound modifies a feminine (íta : npöppılog 690g ‘a tree with 
its roots projecting’—i.e. uprooted’). 


3) The assumption of a simplex xepaipa beside the r-stem 
xoà(s/0o)o- guaranteed by the Myc. -karaor- compounds (whatever 
their meaning) unnecessarily requires two simplex formations where 
one will do (see below). 


65.6 It is therefore safer to classify the possessive -4poipa. com- 
pounds among those of the type &p@1-éA1000 ‘with a curve on either 
side’, deyvpö-nela ‘silver-footed’, Tpı-yEveia ‘with an early birth’, 
xvöL-üveipa “having (= full of) famous men’ etc. These formations 
have -1 by virtue of being feminine adjectives, not because their sec- 
ond members are -1X stems as simplicia (which they are not). As such, 
they correspond to masculine adjectives that lack the -ı& but mean 
exactly the same thing (cf. toc&meCa a substantivized feminine adj., with 
tQi-7z0UG, a substantivized masculine. So also &vtt-Ó&vetoa : "Avt-Nvop, 
-yévera : -yevf|c etc.). Putting óp96-x0atoa in this group thus amounts 
to interpreting it as the feminine of an *óp90-xoóà oo ‘straight-horned’. 
This, in turn, leads to an important conclusion. The r-stem xpüh- 
(£/0)P- that underlies the possessive -xpouıpa compounds, and that pre- 
sumably appears itself in the Myc. -karaor- compounds, means 
‘horn(s)’. 

This view is perfectly compatible with the Myc. material, since the 
precise meanings of the -karaor- compounds are not really known in 
any case (cf. below § 69.2). In addition, it is not especially attractive to 
see in -karaor- the stem of a word for ‘head’, since this would practi- 
cally require that Mycenaean had two different but cognate words for 
this (§ 63.2), and that one of them (the r-stem) inexplicably turns up in 
post-Myc. possessive compounds with the meaning ‘-horn(ed)’. 


66.1 As already noted ($$ 65.1, 65.3), however, Attic Tuixearoa 
does not square in any obvious way with a stem *Qoüh-(£/0)o- that 
means 'horn(sy. This problem must now be looked into. 


? Tf one supposes (without insisting on it) that the type of compound exemplified by 
Evveöpyviog is in the very last analysis a sub-type of possessive compound in the 
broadest sense. 

Formally parallel is &povpa beside the governing compound £xá&povooc. 
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TuUtxoaroa occurs only five times in texts: 
Ameipsios 7 (Kock 1, 672): 
évtevdevi didotat UdALO® igpóovva, 
XOA, TO TAELOGV, TLixOALO’ dOLOTEOK 
Ar. Thesmo. 227: 
... OVXOLV xata yéAoo10c ST EoEL 
TNIV TILLKOQLOAY tv ETEpav WAT xov; 
Krobylos 6 (Kock 3, 380): 
£iotjAOev Nuixoatoa taxed SéA@axoc. 
ta tns HQ TOV AC Odyt xax£Avutov 6 yò 
OvdEV. 
IG 2? 1356 (early 4th c.):'* 
éni dE TEANELAV xo) ñv, TAEVEOV ioxto 
TILLXOQLOAV xooófjs (repeated) 
IG 2? 1359 (later than 1356): 15 


ETL TEANELOV xaapyn[v ..... vaAo-] 
Bnvod : IC : óvart SE xai TO .... 
oxéÀoç TAEVOOV Tiu(xoautpa[v ...... ] 


THV XATAOXTV 


66.2 Despite the relative infrequency of its attestations, it is clear, 
as we have seen, that the word was well-known to commentators on 
Homer and was identified as peculiarly Attic. From the contexts in 
which huixeatoa is found, a couple of additional factors emerge: 


1) There is no doubt that it refers to ‘half the head, a sinciput’. 
This is especially clear from Ameips. Nuixpaup’ àptoteoó ‘the left sinci- 
put’ and Ar. tv Nulxpaıpav tv Etéeav ‘(only) one sinciput’; and the 
commentators are unanimous on this. 


2) But a point that is never made by the ancient sources who give 
the form and its meaning is that a Fuixpaupeo is not simply a sinciput. It 
is also typically something more specific-namely a ig9@ovvov, a part 
of a sacrificial victim given to the priest at a sacrifice as his perquisite. It 
is mentioned as such in the Ameipsios passage along with the x@Afj 
‘ham’ and the nAevpöv ‘rib’. The two inscriptions that mention the 
Nuixoaioa (Ent todneCav ‘on the offering-table) are themselves 


14 LGS, no. 24. 
15 LGS, no.25. 
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devoted entirely to the enumeration of priestly ieg@ovvo. In the first 
of them, the x@Àñ) again figures along with it, and so does a rib (nAev- 
òv ioxio ‘rib of the hip-joint' = last or lowest rib?). The expression 
Tiuéxootpa, XopÖfig ‘a sinciput of intestine’ is somewhat obscure,!6 but 
there is no doubt that this is again a part of the animal given to the 
priest. In 1359, the nàevoóv and the Nuixpaıpa appear together once 
more as igo@ovva. It therefore seems likely that Nuixpaıpe is most 
accurately glossed as ‘priestly perquisite consisting of half the head of a 
sacrificial victim’. This is demanded by three of the passages above, it is 
consistent with the Krobylos fragment as well, and suggests that Aristo- 
phanes’ reference (Thesmo. 227) to the hixoatoa of a human being is 
simply a joke. 


66.3 As to the morphology, the simplest conceivable analysis 
would be to take Tjuixpaupo, descriptively, as a determinative com- 
pound of ñu- ‘half’ plus a -«paioa that means ‘head’. Historically, this 
would leave open several possibilities, but none of them is very attrac- 
tive, partly for reasons that have already been touched upon: 


1) The assumption of ñw- plus a simplex xeatoa ‘head’ suffers 
from the lack of any evidence of such a simplex (cf. $ 65.5 no. 1) in any 
meaning. 


2) On the general principle of economy of reconstructed forma- 
tions, it is desirable, if possible, to avoid having to operate with two dif- 
ferent r-stems, one meaning ‘horn(s)’ (and required by the possessive 
-4ooipQ compounds), and the other meaning ‘head’. This suggests 
looking in a direction other than the reconstruction of a masculine 
determinative *Auıxpahwe or neuter determinative *hutxoahao Sinci- 
put’ that has been expandedd by a more-or-less functionless -1a suffix, 
yielding fem. Nhulxeatoa Sinciput” For this would require just such a 
second r-stem. 


3) The same consideration would disfavor the assumption that 
some possessive (or governing) compound with a second member 
-4pg&h-(£/0)o- ‘head’ and (adjectival feminine) -1& (type tpüneLa etc. 
§ 65.6), of the form X-xeähe-ıa, and the meaning ‘X-headed’, served 
as the analogical source of a second member -xpaıpa, ‘head’ in the 
determinative compound juixeatoa.” In addition to the questionable 


16 ‘pars maxillae farcimine completa’ (?): LGS, 81. 
17 Since the morphological characteristics of possessive compounds are occasionally 
transferred to determinative compounds (cf. most recently Peters Untersuchungen, 236 
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plausibility of the second r-stem, however, this explanation encounters 
the objection that there are no possessive compounds in -xoatoa that 
ought to be taken as meaning ‘-headed’ ($ 65.2). This is expressed by 
-«(&)pàvo- in Myc., Hom., and later on as well ($ 65.4 no.2). 


4) Finally, we may decline to assume that some compound of the 
X-xoatpà (X-horned group was re-interpreted as meaning ‘X- 
headed' and that this re-interpreted example was the source of the 
-4poipa. ‘head’ of a determinative Tjui-xpawpa. Such a scheme is 
entirely implausible without a surely re-interpreted example. 


66.4 The problem, therefore, is that -xoatoa is the second mem- 
ber of a number of possessive compounds meaning ‘-horned’, but also 
appears in one determinative compound where it seems to mean *- head". 
Nor is it easy to see how either one of these functions could be a secon- 
dary extension of the other. 

There is, however, one way of explaining the apparent divergences 
of Huixpaıpa from óp8óxoatoa etc. (-head' vs. ‘horn(ed)’, determina- 
tive vs. possessive). The basis for such a solution is offered by a state- 
ment in Eustathius. When the xoaioa (of Huixoatoa) is glossed (cf. 
$ 65.5), it is usually said simply to mean ‘head’. But at 710.50 Eustathius 
gives a somewhat more precise definition, saying xeatoa yao Attac 
TÀ 7t£pi THY epay ‘for in Attic, «paipa means what is at the head’. 
In other words, xoatoa refers to the features, characteristics, parts, etc. 
of the head or, one might say, ‘headgear’ in a broad sense (including the 
natural accouterments of a head). 


66.5 If this definition of -xọaipa is taken as the starting point, 
there is no problem with óp8óxoaipat Bógc, which will mean, in the 
very first instance, ‘cattle with straight headgear, straight head-equip- 
ment, or &0x9a109a1 Dósc “cattle well-provided with headgear’. Prag- 
matically, the ‘headgear’ of cattle are their horns first and foremost. 
Once these possessive -xpaıpa, compounds had become traditional 
Homeric epithets of cows, and had thereby acquired the meaning 
‘-horned’ for all intents and purposes, their transferral to ships is easy 
to account for in light of the parallels in xópvußa and xegaia (S 65.2). 
After Homer, possessive compounds in -xeatoa (and -xoatpoc) in the 
meaning '-horned' continued to be used almost exclusively as epithets 


with note 183), the idea here would be, for the sake of argument, that pairs like posses- 
sive &-ná 1x0: determinative urtoo-zót1o00 led to a determinative Nui-xeatoa beside 
possessive &0- (etc.) «papa. 
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of horned creatures and ships. Even Apollonius’ dixoaiga ‘forked, 
cleft’ is not much of a departure. It is simply a learned, artificial coinage 
made by a process like óo9óxgo@c (A) : óp80óxpaipa (Hom.) = 
ötxeowg (H. Hymn +): X, and used in a trivial metaphoric meaning. In 
short, the epic tradition finally preserved only two X-xoapa com- 
pounds, and happened to use them as epithets of cattle (and then ships), 
where the interpretation of 'X-horned' was the most natural. As a 
result, the -4ootpo. compounds of post-Homeric elevated poetry, which 
are all Homericisms, always mean ‘-horned’, and this is a semantic spe- 
cialization due to the limited Homeric distribution of -xoa1oa epithets. 

Outside the epic dialect, however, there is no reason to expect that 
X-*90100 ‘having headgear of X sort’ would have been used only to 
describe cattle. For the interpretation of Tywixeatoa, which is certainly 
not a Homericism (and which is the only -xgaıpa compound of which 
that can be said), this 1s an important point. The other essential factor is 
that a uixpaupa, as pointed out above, is not simply ‘half a head’ but 
rather a igeW@ovvov that consists of half the head of a sacrificial animal. 

These two points taken together make it possible to interpret ñuüx- 
papa as (originally) precisely parallel to óo9óxzoouoo, ‘having straight 
headgear. The Attic form may be seen as a substantivized feminine 
adjectival (possessive) compound that first meant ‘having (= consisting 
of) half the headgear’. The substantivization of the feminine of a pos- 
sessive compound is parallelled by such cases as todneCa ‘table’ 
(< ‘having four feet’ fem.) and &uata ‘wagon’ (< “having one axle’ 
fem.). For both the substantivization of the feminine of a possessive 
compound "® and, more specifically, of one that means ‘having X in the 
sense of ‘consisting of X’, we may compare Exatöu-Bn (Aekaton-g*y-d), 
an offering ‘consisting of 100 cattle’ (fem.). It may also be noted that 
XOÀf| (< xoA£à) ‘ham’, which typically appears in conjunction with the 
flutxpatoa, is also a substantivized feminine adjective. Finally, other 
possessive compounds with T]ju- as first member are found in Greek 
—e.g. Ttjufozot (adAot), Anacr., '(flutes) with half the usual number of 
holes’ (: Onn); fjuaotoayóAiov, Arist, (creature) with only one 
G&otpüyaAoc —and there are parallels elsewhere (e.g. L. semi-animis 
Enn. + ‘half-alive’) [*]. 


66.6 Morphologically, -«ooioa is still best taken not as reflecting 
a simplex -1a stem (which is never found — $ 65.5 no. 1), but rather as an 


18 If compounds of the so-called dvigu type may be considered a special development of 
possessive compounds. This is admittedly not necessarily the case. 


234 k(e)rh,-s-(e)r(o)- ‘headgear 


r-stem with a -a which only functions to make a feminine of posses- 
sive X-xpàh(z/0)o- ‘having X headgear’ (Š 65.6). The r-stem second 
member of these compounds is still presumably to be identified with 
that of the Myc. -karaor- compounds, and the relationship between 
-karaor- and fem. -xoatoa is then about the same as, e.g., (TEL-JnOÖ- 
‘having (3) feet’ (m.) and (te&-)nefa ‘having (4) feet’ (£.).? This, in 
turn, would lead to the conclusion that -karaor- means '(thing) on the 
head, head-accouterment, part of the head’, but may or may not mean, 
more specifically, ‘horn(s)’ (cf. $ 65.6). 


67. To summarize quickly, the Greek r-stem under discussion 
here (and assuming more than one is unnecessary) appears as the sec- 
ond member of two Mycenaean compounds: seremo-karaor- and ono- 
karaor-. Its exact meaning in these compounds cannot be precisely 
determined and, strictly speaking, it is not even possible to tell with 
complete certainty whether they are determinatives or substantivized 
possessives. The first interpretation is favored, at least for seremo- 
karaor-, by the parallel seremo-karaapi, however. 

In post-Myc. Greek, this r-stem also appears only in compounds, 
and furthermore only in feminine ones with an additional -ı«. In this 
group belong two Homeric examples (6006-/£0-xpotpa) that are 
adjectival, and one Attic example (ńpí-xoarga) that behaves like a sub- 
stantive. The Homeric and Attic forms can easily (and only) be com- 
bined satisfactorily by interpreting the 7-stem that they both contain as 
originally meaning ‘thing on the head, item of headgear’ (tà nepi tv 
xEpaanv—Eust.). Thus the Homeric examples began as feminine pos- 
sessive adjectives meaning “having straight head-accouterments’ 
(6edörponpa) and ‘having good head-accouterments’ (£ÓxQaupo). 
These remained adjectival, became traditional epithets of cattle, thus 
acquired the status of characteristic epic adjectives specifically meaning 
-horned'?? were transferred to ships, and are responsible for the 
semantics and limited distribution of all subsequent adjectival com- 
pounds in -xeatoa/-xoatoos. Attic Auixpaıpa (the one and only 
-4poipa, compound that is completely independent of the Homeric 
instances) also began as a fem. possessive meaning 'consisting of half 


19 [n the long run, this view of the relationship of Myc. -karaor- and post-Myc. -xpatoa 
can be maintained whether the Myc. compounds are possessive or determinative. 

2° That is, the compounds in -xQatoa became synonymous with those in -xegaoc, but 
only by having been semantically specialized. 


k(e)rh,-s-(e)r(o)- ‘headgear’ 235 


the accouterments of the head (of a sacrificial victim)’, was substantiv- 
ized, and serves as the name for a particular igo@ovvov in its most pre- 
cise usage. 

The Myc. r-stem can only be interpreted semantically in light of 
what seems indicated by the later -xoarpa compounds. It would there- 
fore appear best to suppose that -karaor- basically means ‘part, feature 
etc. of the head’. Beyond this, only speculation is possible (cf. $ 69.2 
below). 


68.1 Descriptively, then, this substantive may be analyzed as 
krh,-es- plus an -(e)r-formant: 


krh,-es- "head? ?: > krh,-s-(e/o)r ‘part, feature, accouterment of the 


head' 


It is therefore an apparent instance of a substantival secondary denom- 
inative derivative, formed with a suffix -(e)r-, and with an exocentric 
semantic relationship to its basis. More specifically, it may be said to 
have a locatival (‘thing in/on/at the head") or partitive (‘part of the 
head") sense. 

This descriptive situation is already enough to disfavor the further 
analysis of this item as a secondary neuter r/(n)-stem. Simple r/n was 
occasionally used as a secondary denominative formant (cf. $ 54.3), but 
never, it would appear, with exocentric function.” 


68.2 An -(e)r-formant that does have a function appropriate to 
the present case is one which does not provide nom.-acc. neuter forms 
within a heteroclitic paradigm. This is the -(e)r- of some archaic- 
looking locatival formations.” Clear examples are: 


21 A derivational relationship kerh,-s ‘horn’ > kyh,-s-(e/o)r ‘horn’ would also be a theo- 
retical possibility to look into. But although such a scheme would provide for an unob- 
jectionable (though unilluminating) analysis of the Homeric -xoaiga compounds, it 
would leave the formal and semantic features of xapóoa, -neapog, and L. cerebrum 
completely untouched. 

22 Cf. above §§ 9.4 with note 3, 54.3 with addendum and note 17. Also note 15 to part 
IIa. In the small number of cases in which a nominal stem X is found beside a forma- 
tion X + r(/n), we seem to have either 

1) two independent primary deverbative derivatives with different meanings 
($ 54.5 with note 17), a situation which is not comparable to the present case. 

or 2) one of the infrequent instances in which an r/n-stem (with endocentric func- 
tion, however,) has been derived from another substantive. This does not help us 
here either. 


23 Cf. $$ 50.3ff. with note 65 (Part HIb). 
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1) dhegh-(0) m- ‘earth’ (cf. $ 50.3) beside dhgh-(e)m-er ‘in/on the 
earth’ (cf. Av. zamara-guz-/zamar-guz- ‘hidden in the earth’) 


2) RV root noun van- (g. pl. van-ám, loc. pl. vám-su) ‘tree, wood, 
forest’ beside van-ar- ‘in the wood/forest (RV vanar-sad-, vanar-gu-) *4 


3) h,eus-0s-/h,us-s- ‘dawn’ (RV usah/us-, Hom. Tag, L. auror-a) 
beside h,us-s-er ‘at dawn, early’ (RV usar-budh- ‘awake early’, Gk. Tot 
‘in the morning, early < Teor < h,us-s-er-1). Also to be noted here 
are some derivatives specifically of this locative in -(e)r-(2):?* Hom. 
TÉot-oc ‘with the dawn’, avet-ov (tomorrow, and probably a$0-a 
‘fresh air/breeze of morning ;?? RV usr-a- 'at/with the dawn’ (in usra- 
yaman- ‘with an early departure, setting out early’; substantivized fem. 
usr-a ‘daylight, dawn'— cf. Lith. ausra ‘first light’). 


68.3 The most probable interpretation of these forms, first offered 
by Bartholomae,” is that they show a locatival formant -er, parallel to 
locatival -en (cf. $$ 50.2 ff.: dhgh-m-én ‘on earth’, ghéim-en ‘in winter’, 
g*embh-en ‘in the depths’). This is especially suggested by the obser- 
vation that these apparent r- (and n-) stem forms as such are hardly 
found at all except as locatives.?? 

For Greek äne ‘mist, fog’, P. Kiparsky*! has suggested convinc- 
ingly a pre-form auser and an etymological connection with 11g ‘dawn’ 
(< ausos). As to the details of this connection, however, there remains 
a problem. There is no question that the -(e)r formant of äne (accept- 
ing Kiparsky's analysis) is to be identified in some way with the r-stem 
( usar-, NOL etc. as above) that is so well-represented here.?? But it would 
appear that that r-stem is best parallelled (cf. dhegh-om- : dhgh-(e) m-er, 
van- : van-ar- above), and best accounted for (distributionally), if it is 
taken to reflect the s-stem (h,eus-ös-) / h,us-s- ‘dawn’ plus an -er that 
was originally locatival only. Thus À,us-s + er? ‘at dawn’. It will there- 


24 Cf. again note 65 to Part IIIb; also Mayrhofer KEWAi 3, 139. 

25 Cf. $ 50.5 with note 70 to Part IIIb (Peters Untersuchungen, 32 ff.). 

26 Cf., e.g., Chantraine Formation, 34f. and following note. 

27 Strictly speaking, both of these derivatives are ambiguous between -r-iio- and -ri-o-. 

28 Most recently Peters Untersuchungen, 34 with reference to Kiparsky, Language 43, 626. 

2 BB 15, 25ff. 

30 Occasionally, other case forms are back-formed to them—e.g. RV g.-abl. usr-ah, voc. 
usar, acc. pl. usr-ah: all much less frequent than the original s-stem forms. Cf. also 
note 67 to Part IIIb. 

31 Language 43, 624ff. 

32 This point too is made by Kiparsky (note 31 just above). 

3 PIE *A,usser > h,user. Cf. $ 57.6 with note 28. 
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fore not do to reconstruct two independent paradigms h,eus-ös and 
h,(e)us-ér that simply share the same root and happen to be more or 
less synonyms; ?^ and strictly speaking, Tóc ‘dawn’ and åo ‘mist’ are 
not synonymous in any case. 


68.4 One could, however, easily see an exocentric semantic rela- 
tionship between Tj@g ‘dawn’ and ano ‘mist, dimness’, first and fore- 
most the characteristics of dawn. Functionally, the case may be looked 
upon as parallel to that of ‘earth’ and ‘human being’ ($ 50.3), where the 
situation can be represented as: 

dhégh-om 

‘earth’ 

dhgh-m- 

loc. dhgh-ém (ksam-ı) ‘on earth’ 

loc. dhgh-m-én (jmán) ‘on earth’ > dhgh-m-6n (Zmuó, guma) 

loc. dhgh-(e)m-er (zamar-) ‘on earth’ (found) on earth’ > 

‘human being’ 
In similar fashion, one could think of: 


h,eus-ös 


h,us-s- 

loc. hyus-es (RV usas-i) ‘at dawn’ 

loc. h,us-s-er (usar- etc.) “at dawn’ > h,us-s-ér (60) 
“(found/occurring) at dawn’ 
> ‘mist, dimness etc.’ 


‘dawn’ 


The explicit proposal, then, is that an -er locative, like an -en locative 
(§§ 50.3-.7), could serve as the basis of a substantival derivative without 
suffix. The function of such a derivative is to refer to something as 
‘found in/on/at’ whatever was denoted by the noun from which the -er 
or -en locative is itself derived. 


68.5 To return to the question of Greek «oàh(£/0)o- ‘thing in, on 
the head’ (-karaor-/-xeatoa $$ 60-67), it is immediately apparent that 
there is complete formal and functional symmetry between hyeus-ös- 
(n&c) ‘dawn’ : A,us-s-ér (ano) (found) at dawn’ and krh,-es- ‘head’ : 


34 Kiparsky’s discussion (note 31 above) at least admits the (mis?)interpretation that his 
own view is exactly this. 
3 So Kiparsky (note 31 above) on the basic meaning of aie. 
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krh,-s-ér (-karaor-/-npurpa) '(found) in/on the head’. Nor is it even 
absolutely necessary to assume that an -er locative krh,-s-er ‘on the 
head’ ever actually existed. It is perfectly possible to operate with a 
marginally generalized -ër suffix: 


h,(e) us-(0)s-: loc. h,us-s-er: h,us-s-er (found) at dawn’ 
krh,-es-: ————  : krh,-s-ér (found) on the head’ 
To this, in turn, could be compared: 
dh(e)gh-(0)m-:loc. dhgh-m-en: dhgh-m-(0)n- ‘(found) on earth’ 
“x@AOv ‘leg’? : — n r , «Xov ‘thigh’ (S 50.6) 
XQÀT|v£G ‘bones of the leg’ 


There is no real question of an actual -en locative to a thematic sub- 
stantive like x@Àov. 


69.1 If the simplex that underlay -karaor- (and -xgaıpa) was in 
fact a hysterokinetic krh,-s-Er/krh,-s-r- ‘head-accouterment’, the most 
straightforward further analysis of the Myc. second Garnet member 
would be that of seeing here a simplex -er : compound -or. For seremo- 
karaor-, which is probably determinative, this would imply a situation 
like the one seen in name ‘father’ : umteoo-mGroo ‘mother’s 
father’—namely a transfer to a determinative compound of the morpho- 
logical characteristics original in possessives.’* Since amphikinetic for- 
mations usually? generalize ó grade throughout the oblique in Greek 


3° Cf. note 17 above. But it is not really clear whether the suffixless derivatives of -en and 
-er locatives envisioned here should be supposed to have had hysterokinetic or amphi- 
kinetic paradigms in the very first instance. One might suppose, however, that the 
antiquity at least of amphikinetic inflection in derivatives of this type is fairly well 
guaranteed by PIE (dh) gh(e)m-6n ‘human being’, and it could be argued further then 
that hysterokinetic-looking instances of such derivatives (the -ĉn type presupposed by 
Gk. xwAf}v) are items that have switched from amphikinetic to hysterokinetic—a phen- 
omenon not limited to the delocatival derivatives in question in any event (cf. Peters 
Untersuchungen, 166). 

Following this line one step further, it might then be supposed that the locative 
h,us(s)-er ‘at dawn’ originally produced an amphikinetic A,eus(s)-Or (with or without 
an eventual pre-Gk. h,us(s)-or) ‘mist’, and that the hysterokinetic paradigm that finally 
turns up in &fip is the result of a rearrangement- possibly favored by aiöne and/or 
Goto. 

Mycenaean -Raraor- could thus point either to an amphikinetic krh,s-ór simply 
used as such as a second compound member or to a hysterokinetic éyh,s-ér that shows 
bahuvrihi morphology (amphikinetic inflection) in this determinative compound. 

3 The generalization of lengthened-grade ó from the nom. sg. in amphikinetic para- 
digms (e.g. 6pc/Opoóc < dmou-s/ dmóu-os) also occurs, but much more rarely. 
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(-twQ / -100-; ñ@óç / ñóh-oç > Hodis ‘dawn’; neid@(ı) / neidóioc > ne- 
Bots ‘persuasion’; -wv/-ov- etc.), Mycenaean -karaor-e (inst. sg.) is 
perhaps best taken as representing a stem -xoähöp-. 


69.2 The exact meaning of seremo-karaor-e however, is still 
unclear. Ve might now assume that determinative seremo- / krahór/ is a 
‘head-accouterment of a seremo-’ but it is impossible to go further with- 
out knowing what a seremo- is.” It is at least certain that it is something 
that did (or could) indeed have a head (seremo-karaapi). And ‘seremo- 
horn’ is one obvious possibility for seremo-/krahor/. 

The place-name ono-/krahér/ also allows only for conjectures. 
One possibility is that of accepting the usual interpretation of ono- as 
representing Óvog ‘ass’ and taking the name as a determinative /ono- 
krahor/ ‘donkey’s headgear’—i.e., perhaps, ‘donkey ears’. This would 
seem no less meaningful than ‘donkey head’. But one might just as well 
think of something like /oino-krahör/, oi being regularly spelled o at 
Pylos (e.g. Py. ko-to-na vs. Kn. ko-to-i-na for utoiva). This would at 
least yield a more immediately sensible place name. The oino- would be 
identified with oivn ‘the 1 or ace on a die’ (Achae., Zen.), also oivog 
(Poll), and cf. Hsch. oiview tò uováGew xarà yA@ooav. This, of 
course, corresponds in turn to L. Znus, Irish oen ‘one, single’ etc. 

Invoking the semantics of the Homeric -xpaıpa compounds 
(-horned"), oino-krahór could then be taken either as a determinative 
‘one horn’ or a possessive ‘single-horned’. And with a further assumed 
development of ‘horn’ to ‘crest’-like that of xopven (§ 5; Xopünıo 
‘butt’ vs. Hom. oÖpEoG v xoovgijc etc.) -the name might be inter- 
preted as ‘single crest(ed)’. None of this may be insisted upon. 


69.3.1 If the Myc. -karaor- compounds can be reconciled with a 
non-neuter r-stem krh,s-ér ‘(thing) on the head’, the next question is 
whether the same can be done for the compounds in -xoatoa, which 
ought to represent, as already noted ($$ 65f.), the same r-stem in spe- 
cifically feminine possessive compounds with an additional -ih, suffix. 
The question is then the expected structure taken on by a simplex con- 
sonant-stem substàntive when that simplex appears before -ih, in the 
kind of compound just described. There is little evidence that can really 
help settle this question [*]. 


38 A semantically plausible reading and interpretation is se/mo- ‘seat’ (cf. seAua), which 
would incline one to see selmo-krahor- and selmo-kraha(t)- as technical terms for two 
kinds of ornamentation —'seat-horns' and ‘seat-heads’ (?). Cf. Docs?, 343 and 501. But 
the orthography is against it. 
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In the first place, there are a number of cases (or rather classes of 
cases) in which a bahuvrihi has no special feminine at all. One and the 
same form serves both as masc. and fem. For example, the bahuvrihis in 
-V and -L@v (with second members based on n-, r/n-, and men-stems) 
systematically lack a special feminine. A couple of randomly chosen 
examples might be fide ... ebAeluwv (H. Apoll 529) and &xsípova 
yatav (H 446 etc.). But these are matched in Vedic and Avestan by, 
e.g, vaja-bharman- ‘gain-bringing’ (fem. RV 8.19.30), rapsad-üdhan- 
‘with swollen udders’ (fem. RV 2.34.5), Av. varazi- Casman- ‘with ener- 
getic eyes’ (fem. Y. 13.29), and pouru- baeuuan- ‘amounting to many 
myriads’ (fem. Yt. 13.65, V. 20.4). To return to Greek, the abnormality 
of the pattern masc. -wv : fem. *-aıva for bahuvrihis may be seen in the 
Homeric pair nEÖPEWV : nEÖPPA0OA, where the epic language had 
recourse to a superficial analogy with the virtually synonymous £xóv : 
£xa000. One could consider the possibility that the lack of a special 
feminine in bahuvrihis that are consonant-stems as masculines and neu- 
ters was originally the normal situation. 


69.3.2 Although there are in fact many cases of feminine bahuvri- 
his in -ıh, to be found in the individual languages, their appearance is 
inconsistent. One may contrast the Vedic fem. rapsad-udhan- as above 
with smád-udhn-i- ‘with an udder’ (both: #dhar/üdhn-) or the Avestan 
fem. pouru- baeunan- as above (: baeuuara/baeuuan- (myriad) with 
hapto- karsuuair-i- ‘consisting of (the) seven regions’ (: karsuuara/kar- 
sunan- ‘region’). In Greek, an analogous contrast applies, for instance, 
between fem. (Hes. Th. 350) Yeosıöng ‘with the appearance of a god’ 
(: eldog) and Novyévera ‘with early birth’ (: yévoc) etc., or fem. (I 505) 
aprinog ‘sound-footed’ and xvavoneCa ‘k.-footed’. Feminine function 
for compounds of the type 9£osióf|c is matched by systematic feminine 
use of the corresponding Vedic type su-mánas- *well-disposed', a-repas- 
‘spotless’ etc. Once again the question arises of whether (or to what 
extent) the protolanguage formally distinguished feminines from mas- 
culines at all in these compounds. 

This means that in practically any given case where a fem. bahuv- 
rihi with -ih, (or rather its outcome) is found in one of the individual 
languages, it is at least potentially the result of an innovation. Nor is it 
difficult to see, for example, how a specifically feminine haptö-karsun- 
air-i- in Avestan (cf. above) could have been made to a completely 
expectable masc. * X-karsunan- ‘having X region(s)’. The model would 
simply have been the non-compound possessive adjectives of the type 
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masc. -wan- / fem. -uar-i- (Av. asauuan- /asauuairi- ‘righteous’ = Ved. 
rtavan-/rtavari- etc.), where a formal masc./fem. distinction is undoub- 
tedly old. (Ved. pivan-/pivari- ‘fat’ = Gk. ni(F)wv/ ní(F)e1pa). Simi- 
larly, neither the contrast between Av. -karsuuair-i- (: karsuuaro/ karšu- 
uan-) and Ved. -udhn-i- (üdhar/üdhn-) nor the agreement between 
fem. Av. -baeuuan- and fem. Ved. -Zdhan- would be any particular 
problem if the fem. bahuvrihis in -7 are considered innovations that are 
thus free to have followed different models. One would then take an 
analogous view (recent, differing processes) of the contrast, within 
Vedic itself, shown by janma /janman- ‘birth’ : RV su-janman-i- ‘giving 
good birth’ and náma/námn- ‘name’ : AV pánca-námn-i- ‘with five 
names’. 


69.3.3 It would appear, then, that the structure displayed by a sim- 
plex consonant stem, when appearing before (a reflex of) -ih, in an 
exclusively feminine bahuvrihi, was at least subject to considerable re- 
arrangement (re-derivation) in any given language-even if its very 
creation was not an innovation of that language in the first place. In the 
present case, this means that there are very few a priori morphological 
constraints on the reconstruction of -xoatoa, an example of the type of 
compound just now in question. 

At any rate, the pre-form that involves the fewest additional prob- 
lems by far is a Gk. -krähria (standardly supposed anyway ??), reflecting 
(or as if reflecting) -krh,sr-ih,. A simplex *&rahér ‘(thing) in, on, at the 
head’ (cf. Myc. compounds in /-krahör-/ § 69.1) beside a feminine 
bahuvrihi second member -krahr-ia is exactly parallel to Av. pitar- 
‘father’ beside the compound feminine personal names vayhu-, sritat-, 
and aradat-fadr-i- as well as the simply adjectival hz-foór-i- ‘of good 
ancestors. Nor is a -krahr-ia particularly disfavored by anything in 
Greek. Although &vfjp ‘man’ : (xvit- etc.) áverga (-er-ih,) might lead 
one to expect *kraher : X-kraher-ia, this is excluded on phonological 
grounds. Such a preform cannot have yielded Attic (T]ui-)«pauoa at all, 
and would make for the shakiest possible interpretation of Homeric 
-xoatoa. On the other hand, a pair like yeho- (> xsío) ‘hand’ : -yehao- 
10 (to-x&oıpa ‘with arrow(s) in hand") presents an -ar-ia (apparently 
< -r-ıh,) that is not so easily explainable that it may be considered 
expectable in any sense. 


? e.g. Frisk GEW 2, 5 and Chantraine DELG, 577 as one possibility. 
40 Cf. Peters Untersuchungen, 223 ff. 
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69.3.4 The reconstruction -krahr-ia does, however, raise one 
phonological question. It is obvious that -xoatoa has undergone the 
Greek rule by which sequences of the type(s) -a/oRi- were metathes- 
ized to -a/oiR-. But this rule will not have applied to -krahria until the 
h had already been eliminated. In other words, -xoatoa would seem to 
suggest that A was eliminated before the ;-metathesis. Against this 
chronology, however, it can be argued that the metathesis, which is re- 
flected in all the dialects, should presumably be earlier than the regular 
treatment of -hr-clusters, which differs among dialects (-hr- > -rr- in 
Lesb. and Thess.; > -r- with compensatory lengthening elsewhere). 

An easy solution presents itself. As we have seen, -«opatpa exists 
(by definition) only as a second compound member ($ 65.6). Here we 
may recall that PIE potnih, ‘mistress’ becomes Gk. nötvıa as a simplex, 
but has a different development as a second compound member: -pot- 
nih, > -potnia > -ponia > (580)-noıvo. In exactly parallel fashion, it 
could be suggested that compositional -krh,sr-ih, became -krahria in the 
very first instance. Then, just as the -inia of second member -potnia 
underwent a very early reduction to -nja (clearly before -oni- > 
-oin-), it would seem reasonable to suppose that the -hria (or -sria?) of 
-krahria (-krasria?) was analogously simplified to -ria, yielding -kraria 
(like -ponia). The next step would have been ;-metathesis, whence 
-kraira (-poina). Finally, -kraira became -kraira by Osthoff's Law,” 
which preceded the fronting of 4 > 4 in Ionic and Attic.* This 
requires that compositional -krähr-ia already existed at a rather early 
date, but there does not seem to be any decisive reason for denying it. 


70.1 We may complete the discussion of the -r and -ro/a deriva- 
tives of krh,-es- ‘head’ by returning to the second group: Latin cerebrum 
‘brain, skull’ and Greek xaoáoa ‘head’ plus the -xeüpog compounds 
($ 61). As already noted ($$ 61-62), these formations ought to be anal- 
yzed in light of the r-stem (-karaor- /-xeaioa). Under the interpreta- 
tion just suggested for that formation, this means that the -ro- and -ra 
derivatives are best taken, if possible, as having something to do with 
the locatival formant in -er (type Av. zamar- ‘on earth’ < dhgh(e)m-er 
etc. $ 68.2). 


70.2 It is probable in any event that these -er locatives could serve 
not only as the basis for substantives derived without suffixes (h,us(s) 


*! See Peters Untersuchungen, 306 ff. on Osthoffs Law in Greek. 
42 So most recently Peters Untersuchungen, 256, citing Ion. ugoaufotr < mesámriia. Cf., 
e.g., Schwyzer GG 1, 279. 
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-er ‘at dawn’ > h,us(s)-ér/h,us(s)-r- ‘mist, dimness’—{ 68.4), but also 
for adjectival derivatives in -o- with (adnominal) locatival meaning. An 
example has already been mentioned ($ 68.2): 


h,us(s)-er (RV usar-) ‘at dawn! > h;us(s)-r-o- (RV usra-) ‘early’ 


h,us(s)-er-i (HOt) ‘at dawn’ ——» NEEL-OG 
cf: 43 
h,us(s) -r-i (RV usrí) ‘at dawn’ + adpır-ov “n the 
morning’ 


It is to be expected that adjectives of this type would occasionally be 
substantivized. For example, one might imagine a development like: 


dhgh-(e)m-er (Av. zamar-) ‘in/on the earth’ > dhgh-(e)m-r-o- 
‘in/on the earth’ (adj.), ‘belonging to the earth’ and, with substanti- 
vization, dhgh-em-r-o- ‘part/section of the earth’ > ‘field’ (Hitt. 
gimra-).* 
Such cases might have served as the point of origin of the “locatival” 
and/or “partitive” -ro-formation (§ 62.2) that can be descriptively 
identified in nas-ro- ‘at/in/part of the nose’ (Lith. nasra MLG nus(t)er 
‘nostril’) or RV rathirá- ‘(riding, carried) in a chariot’ (to which cf. fur- 
ther rathar-yáti ‘ride in a chariot’?*). That a -ro-suffix with this func- 
tion came to exist at a reasonably early date is plausible in any case. 


70.3 For present purposes, it only remains to point out that L. 
cerebrum can be explained as an example of exactly the same kind: 


krh,-es- ‘head’ > krh,-s-rö- ‘in/on/at the head’ (adj) > kérh,sro- 


‘thing in/on the head, head-accouterment’ > ‘brain, skull’ 


If the origin of the -ro-formation involved here is the one just sug- 
gested, the identity of function shown by the substantive krh,s- er ‘head- 
accouterment' (-karaor-/-xoatoa) and (substantivized) kerh,sro- ad 
(cerebrum) is practically a matter of definition. They are both accom- 
modated at once even if no locative krh,s-er is actually reconstructed. 


43 But cf. note 27 above ($ 68.2). 

4 Cf. $ 622 with note 5 above. 

45 Mayrhofer KEWAi 3, 39 infers a rathar- ‘chariot’ from ratharyáti. But rathirá- (ratH- 
ra-) "in/on a chariot and OP [u]-raPara- ‘with good chariot-warriors’ (implying 
raPara- ‘chariot-warrior’ < ratH-ara- ‘in/on a chariot) would seem to represent a pair 
of locatival adjectives in -(e)ro-, and it is thus tempting to classify them as adjectival 
derivatives (in -(e)r-o-) of a locative in -(e)r which could at the same time have served 
as the basis of rathar-yá- ‘be (carried) in a chariot’. AV rathar-vi- is the name of a 
snake, and it is thus difficult to be sure exactly what it means. 
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70.4 For Greek xapápor xepaAn (Hsch.), it goes without saying 
that the feminine (in -2) of an o-stem adjective is also capable of being 
substantivized. When this happens, the resulting substantive often has 
an abstract or collective sense. Vhen, more specifically, the adjective in 
question is itself a denominative adjective, the substantivized feminine 
(collective) can end up with a meaning that is practically identical to 
that of the substantive from which the (denominative) adjective was 
derived in the first place.* For example: 


tem H-es- ‘darkness’ (Skt. tamas-, Av. tamah-) > temH-s-ro-*' ‘dark’ 
(OHG dinstar), fem. temH-s-re-h,, substantivized to temHsreh,- 
‘darkness’ (Skt. tamisrah = L. tenebrae), difficult to distinguish 
semantically from the original temH-es-. 


Among the adnominal locatival adjectives in -r+ o- with which we are 
now concerned, a parallel case would seem to be: 


h,us(s)- ‘dawn’ > h,us(s)-er ‘at dawn’ > /,us(s)-r-ó- ‘early’ (adj., 
fem. /,us(s)-r-éh, and, with (abstract/collective) substantivization 
h,us(s)-r-eh, ‘daylight, dawn’ (RV usra- and, with new radical full 
grade, Lith. ausra), for all practical purposes a synonym of A,(e)us- 
(0)s- itself. 


This allows xaotoa ‘head’ to be analyzed as the substantivized (collec- 
tive) feminine of the same adjective whose neuter lies behind L. cere- 
brum: 


krh,-s-r + ó- ‘in/on/at the head’, fem. rh, s-r + éh, > collect. subst. 
kfh,sreh,- > napüpü ‘the head’ 


The retention in Greek of krh,-s-r + eh, (rapüoa) beside krh, -s (4- n)- 
(xeähart-), ultimately its derivational base and eventually synonymous, 
is exactly matched by £ámas- : tamis-ra-, us- : usrá- etc. in Vedic. The 
relationship only looks different at first sight because krh,-es- has in 
the meantime been expanded to kh,-s +n- (SŠ 57f.). 


70.5 The most economical way of analyzing the compounds in 
-xoaeos (Š 61) will therefore be simply to take them as ultimately re- 


4 Although no real discussion is possible here, it will be obvious that there are further 
distinctions and specifications to be made. For example, the situation just described is 
not true of all types of denominative adjectives, and the semantics of the original sub- 
stantive (person vs. thing etc.) also play a role. 

4 This -ro- adjective, one of a large number of denominatives of the structure x-ro- that 
mean ‘having, exhibiting, consisting of (etc.) X is to be distinguished from the deloca- 
tival -r + o- type (/us(s)r-o-, dhghemr-o-, kerh, sr-o-) now under discussion. 
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flecting as their second member the -krh,sro- which is itself only an 
expected compositional form of simplex krh ‚sreh, (xao). If the com- 
pounds vaó-xAnoog '(ship's) captain’ and *AaFó-«49ü0ooc ‘chief of the 
people’ (whence Boe. PN Aaxgagtdac) are themselves old, one could 
simply assign them to the (bahuvrihi) type RV asva-prstha- ‘on the back 
of a horse’, visvanara- ‘(found etc.) among all men, universal’. In that 
case vab-XAnpog may be interpreted as having originally meant ‘at the 
head (xapágoa) of the ship’ and *Aü Fö-rpüpog ‘at the head of the peo- 
ple’. Simplex xapápa beside the bahuvrihi second member -xogos 
would then be formally parallel, in all formal respects, to pairs of the 
familiar type õíxn : &6vxoc. 

Perhaps, however, this cannot be insisted upon. It is theoretically 
possible that these two particular compounds were formed as determi- 
native compounds. In that case, it would be necessary to make further 
assumptions. On the one hand, -xpapog (still taken as the composi- 
tional form of xagáoo) might have been transferred from some (unat- 
tested!) possessive compound(s) to these determinatives much as the 
-4Qühvo- of possessive &xa1óy-xpavoc ‘hundred-headed’ etc. (§§ 49.3, 
65.4) came to be used in a couple of determinative compounds like 
@A€-xEavOV ‘elbow’ and %16-xga.vov ‘capital (of a column)’.** Still less 
likely, one might assume that krh,s(e)r- (S 68.5) partly developed to a 
personal substantive ‘(the one) at the head’ and it is this that appears 
(with compositonal -o-) in these two determinative compounds (cf.? 
Tjut-av6p-oc *? as a determinative with compositional -o-). 

As a second choice altogether, though it requires an otherwise 
unknown and unnecessary simplex substantive, it could be supposed 
that kyh,s- r+ 0-5 ‘at the head’, the masculine of the same adjective as 
gave rise to cerebrum and xapäpa, was substantivized in Greek to a 
word for ‘chief, captain’ (cf. Doric x&pavog $ 49.4). This, then, would 
itself appear as the second member of vaú-/ *AäFö-xpüpog, inter- 
preted then as determinative compounds from the outset. 


71. The conclusions drawn in this section of the discussion 


(S$ 60 ff.) are 


1) The r- and ro-stems found here are derivatives of Árh,-es- 


*head'. 


2) They both have exocentric function, more specifically locatival, 
in relation to their base. The r-stem is a substantive meaning 'thing 


48 Cf. Risch, ZF 59, 267. 49 Cf. Risch, IF 59, 23. 
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in/on the head’ while the -ro-stem is an adjective ‘(located) in/on the 
head’. 


To these may be added an inference concerning the relative chro- 
nology. It has been suggested that the eventual PIE paradigm of the 
h,-stem word for ‘head’ was n-a kreh,/ obl. krh, -es- (SS 57 £.). In Greek, 
the oblique brh, - es-, the derivational basis of gos or-, »apah-pü etc., 
would have presumably become unavailable as a source of further 
derivatives as soon as it was expanded with endocentric -n- ($$ 57 f.). 
This implies that the -r(0)- derivatives in question were formed before 
this remodelling of the oblique. This causes no problems, however, 
because the -r(o)-formations may be plausibly taken as inherited in 
Greek and Latin while the creation of oblique krh,s + n- could be an 
independent development of Greek ($ 58.5). Furthermore the words 
for ‘hornet’ give some grounds for believing that exocentric krh,s-er- 
‘headgear’ is a PIE formation ($$ 73 ff.). 


72. The scheme given above ($ 59) could be expanded to the fol- 
lowing: 


| 
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.] n-a kin r&h, X0.00 etc. | ‘the head-bone (collective)' 
obl. krh,-es- (presupposed by Ved. n-a fras J} > ‘skull, head’ 


loc. 
| * krh,s-er “in/on/at the head" (but cf. $ 68.5) 


adj. krh,s-r-o- —— subst. kerh,sro- 
4n/on/at the head’ ‘thing in the head’ 





subst. fem. yappa ‘head’ L. cerebrum ‘brain’ 


-%OAL00C (?) 


subst. ‘thing on the head, (item of) headgear’ 


| krh,s-&/ór Myc. -karaor- ‘-horn(ed)?, -crest(ed)? 
krh,s-r- Hom./Att. -«poipa < -xoüho-i& 


— — — — oe wa s... Vue agus quis. meat dum due atum m... v... ee m 


poeseos andae d VENUE vie 
| | 
$ pre-Gk. + pre-Ilr. 
krrah, | $rh,-os : Ved. Stras 
krh,-s +(e)n-: xgühv- Sth, -es- 

xapahv- | 

xeähar- H 

$rH-as 


srH-s + (a)n- : Ved. Sirs(a)n- 


X + Y: Y is a derivative of X 
X ---> Y: paradigm Y is a remodelling of paradigm X 


V. Hornet’ 


73.1 The words for ‘hornet’ in Latin, Germanic, and Balto-Slavic 
are also traditionally referred to the general group of substantives 
denoting ‘head’ and ‘horn’.! They may be treated as a sort of appendix, 
since at most, of course, they are derivatives of such words. In principle, 
there is no immediate reason not to maintain this traditional view. 
However, a problem of a different kind does arise as soon as the con- 
nection is looked into in detail. 

The whole idea here is that the insect is named after a (prominent) 
body-part. But a hornet has both a relatively large head and prominent 
projections (antennae) on it. Assuming that the name is to be taken as a 
possessive in the first instance, it is not absolutely clear whether we are 
looking for an analysis that will yield a formation meaning ‘having 
headgear’ or one that will mean ‘having a head’ (which, pragmatically, is 
the equivalent of ‘having a big head’-cf. the type Gk. yaotowv ‘having 
a big belly’, L. capito ‘big-headed’ etc.). Since the morphology of words 
for ‘horn’ is actually quite distinct from that of ‘head’ terms, this could 
make a difference. 

But it is also conceivable that the name is not possessive in the first 
place, but rather a pars pro toto denomination (e.g. Lith. dyglys ‘thorn’ 
and ‘stickleback’, OE scill ‘shell’ and ‘shell-fish’). In this case, what is 
required is a formation reflected by the word(s) for ‘hornet’ that should 
simply have meant ‘headgear, antenna(e)’ (less likely, ‘head’) in the first 
instance. 

In addition, the relevant forms are different enough in their details 
that it is not impossible that they represent two independent forma- 
tions. But as soon as this possibility is taken into account, it can no 
longer even be assumed that all of them originally meant exactly the 
same thing. One or more may be possessive (either from ‘head’ or 
‘horn’) while another may be a pars pro toto, the insect being open to 
re-naming from a different point of view at any time. If anything, this 
general problem is a consequence of there being too many possibilities, 
given the number of formations and derivational processes that may be 


1 Cf., e.g., Pokorny JEW, 576. 
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invoked together with a lack of certainty about what the reconstruc- 


tions ought to mean. Less general problems may be pointed out as they 
arise. 


73.2 Because of these considerations, there is a proviso to the fol- 
lowing discussion. We will assume that the words for ‘hornet’, all things 
being equal, name the creature after its antennae since these (subjec- 
tively) are somewhat more characteristic than its head. In addition, it 
will be assumed that the terms are possessive since in general this seems 
more common than the use of a part for the whole, and in particular it 
is parallelled by the names for horned animals. Finally, it is at least sure 
that krh,-es- ‘head’ and krh,-s-(e)r(o)- ‘headgear’, the only probable 
bases for the ‘hornet’ derivatives,” are not themselves found at all in 
most of the relevant branches (Gmc., Balt., Slav.). This allows a strong 
presumption that the words for ‘hornet’ do in fact have an inherited 
starting point. On these grounds, in turn, the interpretation that allows 
for a more direct relationship between plausibly inherited formations 
may be favored over its alternative, since it would offer the advantage 
of not unnecessarily multiplying the items attributed to the protolan- 


guage. 


74.1 The simplest-looking situation is that of Latin, where the 
texts offer only one form of the name: crabro (-ön-is etc.), which points 
to the pre-form crasr(ö)n-. Even so, there is more than one way of ana- 
lyzing this within the terms set by the available inherited formations 
(§§ 60ff.) and their probable meanings, and the assumptions ($ 73.2) 
under which we are operating. One possibility is to see here a krh,-s- 
‘head’ plus “locatival” -r+ o- (type Vedic us-r+ a- ‘early’ $ 70.2), yield- 
ing an adjective krh,s-ro- ‘on the head’, substantivized to a word for 
‘antenna(e)’, and then suffixed with possessive -Hon-? : krh,sro-Hon- 
‘having antennae’ > ‘hornet’. But since it is precisely this kind of -ro- 
adjective that seems to underlie cerebrum ‘brain, skull’ (§ 70.3), and 
since this formation both shows a new root e-grade and fails to support 


2 An analysis that took kerh,-s ‘horn’ as its point of departure would be somewhat shaky 
from the start, since it cannot be shown that this existed in PIE-or anywhere outside 
Greek ($$ 44f.). But even so, the point being made here would sull stand, since Ger- 
manic and Balto-Slavic ‘hornet words that were derived from kerh,-s ‘horn’ would 
have to be considered archaisms if their derivational basis is itself not reflected in any 
of the relevant languages. 


5 Hoffmann, MSS 6, 35ff. 
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the meaning ‘antenna(e)’ for the substantivized adjective, it is perhaps 
better to adopt the other obvious possibility.‘ 


74.2 This amounts to starting with the -(e)r-stem substantive 
krh,s- -er- ‘headgear’ ($$68.4f), as in Myc. -&araor-/ Hom. (etc.) 
“QAO, and assuming a relatively archaic possessive adjectival deriva- 
tive krh,s-r-6- Shaving headgear’ (type keru-o- ‘having horns’ > L. cer- 
nos "hart $ 4). From this adjective would then have been made an -on- 
stem substantivizing derivative: krh,srö- ‘having headgear/antennae’ > 
krh,sro-on- (crabro) “(the one) having antennae’ > ‘hornet’ (cf. catus 
‘sharp, shrewd’ : Cato ‘shrewd one’ etc.*). From the Latin point of view, 
then, this would be the preferred analysis. 


74.3 Finally, we may note that the Romance reflexes® of crabro 
indicate a certain amount of instability in the shape of the word. A sec- 
ond a is introduced in a large number of forms. This, in addition to 
occasional forms with initial sc- (e.g. Ital. scarabone) points to partial 
contamination with scarabaeus / scarafaeus? ‘beetle’. 

What will prove to be more important, however, is that most of the 
Romance reflexes show dissimilation of the r-r in crabro: either to /-r 
(e.g. Lomb. galavron) or to r-/ (e.g. Gen. gravalon) or to zero-r (e.g. 
Portug. cambráo) or to r-zero (Ital. scarabone). The possibility of analo- 
gous dissimilations will arise in the Germanic and Balto-Slavic material. 


75.1 In Germanic, there are forms of two basic types to be 
accounted for. The first, in its simpler form, appears in Dutch horzel, 
reflecting a Germanic hursla- most directly. This, if projected back yet 
further, is best taken as if from a krh,slo-, since it is only k(e) rh,-(e)s- 
that may be safely assumed ($$ 40ff.), and not k(e) r-(e)s-. In MM 
krh,slo- can straightforwardly be set beside the krh,s-r-o- ‘having head- 
gear/antennae’ that seems to lie behind Latin crabro (§ 74.2). The Ger- 
manic form, however, does show -/o- rather than -ro-. But these two 
alternate in a number of categories? (e.g. uaxoógc ‘long, tall’, L. macer 


4 The reconstruction of a possessive *krhysr-Hon- ‘having headgear’ (i.e. krh,s- (e) r- 
‘headgear’ plus -H(o)n-) is excluded on phonological grounds. 

5 Cf. Leu?, 361. 

° M-L 2293. 

7 M-L 7658. 

8 But by no means, of course, in all categories. Deminutives in -(e)/o- (the type of L. 
porculus, Goth. barnil(6) etc.), for example, do not have a class of -(e)ro- deminutives 
beside them. 


‘Hornet’ 251 


‘thin’ vs. Hitt. makla(nt)- ‘thin’: OIc. setr ‘seat’ < sedro- vs. OE setl (n.) 
and Goth. sitis (m.) ‘seat’ < sedlo-*). Therefore, no essential distinction 
need be recognized between krh,sro- and krh,slo- ‘having antennae’ in 
any event. But it might even be supposed in this particular case that an 
inherited krh,sro- was simply dissimilated (r-r > r-/) at some stage, 
with certain Romance forms (§ 74.3) invoked as a parallel. The / of 
eventual hursla- would thus result from a purely phonological develop- 
ment. In any event, there is little difficulty i in analyzing horzel as a sub- 
stantivized possessive adjective 1 in -o-, itself derived from krh,s- (e)r- 
‘headgear’; and comparing this to the Latin form allows us to regard 
krh,sr-o- ‘having antennae’ as a PIE formation in its own right. 


75.2 Gmc. hursla- is supported by an additional form. MHG Aor- 
litze (f.) ‘hornet’ descriptively seems to reflect a more complex Aurzl-it- 
Jo(n)-, where one way, perhaps among others, of dealing with the root 
vocalism horl- (vs. expected *hürl-), as my colleague Warren Cowgill 
points out to me, is to assume that horlitze was influenced by forms like 
OHG hornaz (Š 75.3). The -it-formant!? is easily paralleled in this 
semantic category (cf. Thur. wewez-chen ‘wasp’, with wab-it(a)- vs. the 
waf-s-ö of OHG wafsa etc.; -ita- in OHG elbiz/albiz ‘swan’, OHG 
chrebiz/ OS krebit ‘crab’; -ito(n)- in OE efete ‘lizard’ (?); -ıt76- as such 
possibly in OE Ayrnett *hornet' see below). Germanic suffixes of the 
general type -at-, -it-, -ut- etc. have clearly spread among animal names, 
and are probably old only in a few cases (e.g. Olc. olpt/elptr, OHG 
albiz/elbiz, DE zlbitu ‘swan’ : RCS lebedi etc. ‘id’; OHG Airuz etc. 
‘hart’ : xOQvd0¢ ‘crested (lark)’—§ 5). It would thus seem both possible 
and desirable to reduce Dutch horzel and MHG Aorlitze to a single 
hursla-, analyzed as above." 


75.3 Beside this -/a-formation, n-forms are also found: OHG hor- 
naz (hur(z)nata-) m., hornuz (hur(z)nuta-) m.; 12 MHG horniz (which 
may not require a separate hur(z)nita- : cf. MHG horlitze above); OE 
hyrnett (hur(z)nitjo or -atjö) f. and, with simplification of -tt to -t, con- 
sequent switch from the -jð type to the -ó type, and addition of -u in 


9 Cf. as another obvious example -tro- and -dhro- beside -tlo- and -dhlo- as formants of 
nomina instrumenti (examples in Brugmann Grdr?, 2.1, 339ff. and 377 ff., e.g.). 

10 Brugmann Grdr?, 2.1, 467; Specht Ursprung, 229. 

11 The Late Latin glosses furslones, fruslones (Ahd Gl Y, 334) together with reflexes of the 
type Fr. frelon (M-L 4194; Wartburg 16, 271) are said to point to a Frank. hruslo < 
hurslo which would be further evidence of Gmc. hurzla- / hursla-. 

12 There was probably a hornüz at some point too, to judge by early ModHG hornauss. 
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the nom. sg. also hyrnetu/hirnitu/hurnitu.” It is not surprising that the 
dental formant (-it-) that appears with the /-formation appears here 
too (but with more variety: -at-/-ut-/-it-), and again it need not be 
considered very old. 

The forms of the type hornuz, hyrnett are generally 4 taken to rep- 
resent an inherited n-stem hurzn- which is compared to the Balto- 
Slavic n-stem for ‘hornet’ (Lith. sirsuö, ORuss. sirseni etc.). This implies 
two different but synonymous Germanic formations (as is descriptively 
the case for B-S as well), hursla- and hurz(a)n- that have both been 
expanded by the -:t- / -at- / -ut- that is productive in this semantic area. 
In principle, there is nothing seriously wrong with this. But neither is it 
really necessary. OS hornobero/ OHG hornbero ‘horn-bearer’, a com- 
pound of simple kurna- ‘horn’ (Š 3.4) used as a name for the hornet, 
shows that the insect was open to (re)namings based on the normal 
word for ‘horn’ (metaphorical for “antenna”. This, however, makes it 
entirely possible that a WGmc. form of the type Aurlit- (< hurzlit- 
$ 75.2) was partially remade by folk-etymology to hurnit- (whence, per- 
haps, Ayrnett in particular). The presence of alternatives in -at- and -ut- 
is parallelled and expectable (e.g. OIc. o/pt with -ut- vs. OHG albız 
/elbiz with -it-- OHG chrebazo ‘crab’ with -at- vs. chrebiz/ OS krebit 
‘id’ with -it-). Comparison with the B-S n-stem, therefore, remains a 
definite possibility, but from the point of view of Germanic itself, it has 
the disadvantage of requiring two completely independent words for 
‘hornet’. 


76.1 This brings us to the Balto-Slavic forms. Lithuanian presents 
an extraordinary number of formations. The following all seem to be 
found: sirsas (dial.), sirsa (dial.), sirsys, strsé, strsinas, strsalas (dial.), sirsi- 
las, sirslys, Sırsolas, Sirsulas, strsuolas, strsuolis (dial.), sirsud, sirsuonas, sirsu- 
nas, Sirsonas. It stands to reason that these do not all represent anything 
inherited or otherwise useful for our purposes. Latvian has a somewhat 
smaller number of forms: sirsis, sifsins, sirsilis, strsenis, sifs(e)nis, sirsuo- 
nis, sirsünis. The only correspondent attested in Old Prussian is sirsilis. 

Slavic has only three formations: RCS s(t)riseni/ORuss. sirseni, 
Czech. srsen, OPol. sierszen, etc. (an -e/on-stem or its immediate 
replacement), Bulg. stürsel/stürsel (an -elo-stem), and SCr. srsljen (ap- 
parently a complicated stem, perhaps in -i/(i)jen-). In addition, the in- 


13 See Campbell OEG, 238f. 
^ Pokorny JEW, 576 etc. 
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tonation in Baltic (Lith. si7s-) and Slavic (SCr. 573-) is consistent with 
the krh,s- suggested by Latin crab(ro). 


76.2 In Baltic, the forms that have no outside correspondents at all 
may safely be left out of account. Since a -/o-formation is found both 
in Germanic and Slavic and an -e/on-stem is at least Slavic ($ 75.3), the 
exclusively Baltic by-forms include only the Lithuanian -a, -as, -fs and 
-é forms plus Latv. sirsis. But these are easily explained as innovations 
analogically produced on the model of the large number of Lith. and 
Latv. sets of synonymous animal and insect names that typically include 
one or more of these formations- very often beside / or n suffixes of 
one sort of another.” 

Space need not be given here to the enumeration of all the poten- 
tial models for each of these Baltic creations. But if, for example, a 
form like Latv. vapsene *wasp' owes its stem-formation in large part to 
sirsenis / sifs(e) nis ‘hornet’, as seems practically certain (cf. Lith. vapsa 
— RCS osa, L. uespa etc.), it is difficult to rule out Lith. vapsá (in par- 
ticular perhaps among other things) as the model for Lith. sırsa. In simi- 
lar fashion, Latv. sirsis beside Lith. sırslys is precisely parallel to cases 
like Latv. kirkis ‘cricket? : Lith. kirklys ‘id’; and Lith. kirmuö : kirme : 
kirminas ‘worm’ (beside kirmis probably the original formation - cf. 
Skt. &fmi-, Ir. cruim!9) is matched, descriptively, by sirsud : Sirse : sirsi- 
nas (beside Latv. sirsis once again). It is unnecessary to belabor the 
point. The word for ‘hornet’ is only one of the cases in which Lith. and 
Latv. have created sets of synonymous formations. It is, however, one 
of the largest sets. 


76.3 Even among the forms that may be vaguely classified as / or 
n formations, there is a good deal of variety of detail, and this is prob- 
ably to be viewed along similar lines. If a s7slo- corresponding exactly 
to Dutch horzel was inherited into Baltic, its eventual appearance in 
Lith. in the remodelled form sirslys is not surprising in view of the sub- 
stantial number of -/js formations (both deverbative and denominative) 
that serve as animal names there (beside other, synonymous forma- 
tions): e.g. bublys ‘bittern’, burblys ‘heath-cock’, kirklys ‘cricket’, kirlys 
‘kite’, cirkslys ‘cricket’, kranklys ‘raven’, krauklys ‘crow’, tutlys ‘hoopoe’, 


15 Specht (KZ 59, 213-298) discusses some of the relevant forms. But to see sirse vs. 
Sirsuö, for example, as reflecting an actual -é(n) nominative beside an actual -0(n) 
nominative (as Specht does on p.252) seems somewhat risky. 

ie Cf. Fraenkel LEW, s. v. kirmis for further Balto-Slavic material. 
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and others (mostly nomina agentis from onomatopoetic verbs, but cf. 
also the type kirslys ‘grayling’ : kersas 'speckled"). Similarly, forms like 
Strsalas and sirsilas for ‘hornet’ may either be considered remodelled 
from *sırslas by assimilation to bambalas ‘bee’ (to which cf. Latv. bam- 
buls ‘beetle’ plus Gk. BoußüAn ‘bee’), vabalas ‘weevil’ (Russ. dial. 
veblica, OHG wibil etc.), masalas ‘gnat, bimbalas/bimbilas ‘gadfly’ 
etc.,1? or they could be entirely new formations, but on the same mod- 
els. The same can be said for the remaining /-forms (-uolas, -ulas, -olas), 
so that it is not at all difficult to imagine that the Baltic languages (if 
they inherited it) might have replaced a simple -/o-stem corresponding 
to the Slavic and Gmc. forms by a series of words that have more pro- 
ductive suffixes. And simple -/as/-la is in fact not common in the rele- 
vant semantic area. 


76.4 As to the group made up of Sirsuö plus -uonas, -Unas, -onas in 
Lithuanian (and -uonis/-enis, -ünis in Latv.), it is the n-stem sirsud, of 
course, that represents the most archaic form of the word. An n-stem is 
practically assured by the Slavic correspondents ($ 76.1), and cannot 
easily be explained as an innovation since unextended n-stems are 
rather unproductive in general (even in Lithuanian),? and sirsuö in par- 
ticular is not even synchronically derivable there. The by-forms in 
-uonas, -itnas and even -onas, however, are fairly predictable once given 
sirsuö itself.2° 

77.1 Information useful for the further analysis of the B-S n-stem 
is not readily available. In older Lithuanian, there are two different par- 
adigms for masc. n-stems. Some show the ablauting -u6/-ens etc. that 
later becomes the only normal pattern,” while others show an invariant 
-40-vocalism:?? akmuö/akmens ‘stone’ vs. pirmud/n. pl. pirmuones 


17 Leskien Bildung, 309ff. (= 455ff.). 

18 Leskien Bildung, 326 ff. (= 472ff.), 336f. (= 482f.). 

19 Specht, KZ 59, 213-98; Stang VGBS, 225; Otrebski II, 175 f. 

20 Specht, KZ 59, 233 ff. (esp. 225f., 240, 251, 259), the idea being that n-stems with -uo- 
throughout function as nomina agentis (in a wide sense of the term) and that they 
were extended to yield the formations -4onas and -uonis. These, in turn, overlap in 
function with the agent nouns in -Znas and -onas, leading to the productive creation of 
by-forms and thus sets of virtual synonyms in -uo and/or -uonis and/or -uonas and/or 
-unas and/or -onas. 

21 e.g. Senn, 138. 

22 Cf. Specht, KZ 59, 234 ff., 241ff., who sees a purely formal distribution: -46/-uones 
for primary agent nouns vs. -muö/-mens for others. But this forces Specht to some 
unlikely further hypotheses-e.g. (p.242) rudas ‘reddish’ : *rudmuö > rudud/-ens 
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‘first-born’. Ultimately this distinction may well rest on inherited 
-C-e/on- and -Ce/on- vs. -o-(o)n- and -o-H(o)n- (substantivizing and 
possessive derivatives of thematic formations ?)). But it seems clear that 
there has been some redistribution along semantic lines. Those mascu- 
line n-stems that are synchronically transparent substantivizing forma- 
tions and denote active and/or animate beings?* continue to reflect -o- 
on- and appear with the invariant -40(n)- inflection (type pirmas “first : 
pirmuö ‘first-born’ as above, cf. palaidas ‘free’ : palaiduo ‘libertine’ and 
others). But the same inflection was transferred to some agent nouns 
that had simple -on- in the first instance. For example, geluö ‘(insect’s) 
sting(er)’, a deverbative agent noun (: gelti ‘stab, sting’), appears to re- 
flect a g*el-(o)n- to judge by 6&XXi9eg opfixeg (Hsch.) < dei-v-ıd- 
(cf. óp-v-19- ‘bird’ : Goth. ara, Hitt. haran- ‘eagle’).” The same forma- 
tion probably underlies BeAövn ‘point, needle’ as well. This would lead 
one to expect a Lith. paradigm geluö/-ens from the beginning (cf. 
&xuov ‘anvil’? : Skt. asman- ‘rock’ etc. : akmuó/-ens 'stone). The 
appearance of forms of the type geluoni (acc. sg.)?* would therefore 
indicate that invariant -vo(n)-inflection has spread in such a case from 
substantivizing formations to an agent noun (both personal). 

But the reverse development is also found. Lith. ruduö ‘autumn’ 
can hardly be taken as anything but an original substantivizing deriva- 
tive of rudas ‘reddish brown’. Except for the root vocalism, rüdas : 
ruduó is the exact equivalent of L. rufus 'red(-haired) : Rufo. The para- 
digm of ruduö, however, is of the -nö/-ens type, which makes it clear 
that the word for ‘autumn’ —since it is neither animate-substantivizing 
nor an agent— was removed from the pirmuó category and adopted the 
inflection appropriate to non-personal and non-agent formations, 


‘autumn’. The phonology is made questionable by raumuö to raudas ‘red’. And cf. fur- 
ther on here in $ 77.1. 

? Similarly, Jasanoff, Beeler Studies, 379. 

24 Cf, footnote 22 just above. 

2 In my own view, it is probable that substantivizing -(0)n- derivatives of o-stem deriva- 
tional bases originally inflected -o-6(n)/-o-on-/-o-n- and thus never showed -C-n- 
anywhere in their paradigm (Schindler, Studies in Greek, Italic. and IE Linguistics 
Offered to L. R. Palmer, ed. A. Morpurgo Davies and W. Meid. 1976, 351). But even so, 
it would be difficult to argue that the g*el-n- of 5éAALBEC conclusively excludes a sub- 
stantivizing formation all by itself, since it is always possible to suppose that the -C-n- 
oblique stem-shape of primary amphikinetic n-stems (with -ó(») nominatives) was 
sometimes analogically transferred to substantivizing -(0)n- derivatives (which also 
had -ó(1) nominatives). Cf. Peters Untersuchungen, 160 and 165ff. 

26 Specht, KZ 59, 235. 
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which were mainly -muö/-mens (tesmuö ‘udder’ etc.; augmuö ‘growth’ 
etc.), but included, at least descriptively, a few in simple -uö/-ens (e.g. 
vanduö ‘water’, reflecting most directly a uo(n)d-dn—cf. Goth. watd).?’ 

There are, to be sure, sub-tendencies and vacillations, but the point 
to be retained is that invariant -4o(n)-inflection is not always a sure 
indication of an original -o-(H)on-formation, and -uö/-ens, conversely, 
need not exclude it if the semantics allow for the possibility of a switch. 
Consequently, nom. pl. forms like sirsones/sirsounes (= Sirsuones) ”® do 
not permit the definite reconstruction of -o-()on- since it is conceiv- 
able that this is a case like geluo(n)- ‘stinger’. Comparison with Latv. 
sirsenis vs. sifsuonis, indicating both paradigms side-by-side, makes the 
case perfectly ambiguous. One could suppose that an -o/en-formation 
(sirsenis) is original and that sirsuo(n)-/sirsuonis arose partly by a sec- 
ondary reinterpretation of the word as an agent noun (specifically to stř- 
sti/sifsti ‘be angry???) and partly because of geluö. Alternatively, it is 
possible that sirsuö has an etymological -o-(H)on- and sırsen(is) is the 
innovation, always possible in any case, and especially easy for ‘hornet’ 
since it is not sure that the word was ever anything in Baltic but an iso- 
lated and unanalyzable formation synchronically. 


77.2 The case is similarly ambiguous in Slavic. On the one hand, 
the type represented by OCS grazdane ‘townspeople’ probably has a 
substantivizing -()o-on-formation as its ultimate starting point? and 
retains the stem-shape in -(j)an- that is expectable under this analysis. 
Outside of this one semantically restricted category, however, Slavic 
(unlike Lithuanian) does not show distinct masculine n-stem types that 
may be traced to an earlier distinction between -o/en-stems and -o- 
o/en-stems. It would therefore seem that whatever formations of the 
Lith. pirmuö type (prHmo-on-) were inherited from Balto-Slavic would 


27 A similar switch from substantivizing -ón- to -o/en- may have occurred in the case of 
the * mazué ‘childhood’ presupposed by is mazens ‘from childhood’, which clearly goes 
with mázas ‘small’. It might be that mäZas gave rise to maZuó ‘small one, child’ and that 
is * maZuones was originally an expression just like Latin a puero ‘from boyhood’. One 
could suppose that *mazué in such a phrase was re-interpreted as the abstract ‘child- 
hood’, was thus removed from the substantivized/agent category, and that it was thus 
open to the influence of e.g. augmuó, -mens in particular (whence *maZuö, mazens). 
Specht, KZ 59, 238f. 

It is not clear (to me at any rate) to what extent the difference in intonation might have 
interfered with such a synchronic re-analysis. 

3° Cf. most recently Jasanoff, Beeler Studies, 379. 
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necessarily have become "normal" en-stems if they were kept at all, and 
if they were not of the graZdane type semantically. 

A possible example of a formation with this history is OCS 
mladen(ici) ‘baby’, R (dial) molodeni ‘youngster’ etc.?! if this is a sub- 
stantivizing -on- derivative to a thematic Slavic mold (OCS mladu 
‘young’, R mólodáí *young' — cf. OPr. voc. pl. m. maldai/acc. maldans 
‘young’). This, in turn, would point to a moldho-?? beside the m/dho- 
indicated by Greek uäAdn ‘wax-and-pitch caulk’ (substantivized fem. 
adj. soft) and the meldho- of Irish meld/mell ‘pleasant, agreeable.” 
For the apophonic alternation cf. h,reudho- (OIc. rjodr etc.) : h,roudho- 
(Go. raups etc.) : h,rudho- (Lith. rudas /Latv. ruds). In this interpreta- 
tion, the Slavic reflexes of moldho- ‘tender’ (mladı etc.) beside moldho- 
on- ‘baby, child’ (mladen-ici etc.) would find a precise parallel in Greek 
* uua oc ‘soft’ (cf. u&À9nT above) : udABav, -wvog ‘weakling’ (mldho- : 
mldho-on-). In that case, the indirectly attested Slavic *moldy / molden- 
would represent the transfer of a substantivizing formation originally 
in -ón- / -ón- to the -e/on- ablauting type that became the only normal 
pattern there. 

For the Slavic ‘hornet’ forms, this means that it is not possible to 
be sure whether they reflect possessive -o-Hon- (from an o-stem sub- 
stantive), substantivizing -o-on- (from an o-stem adjective), or a simple 
masc. -e/on-stem of one derivational type or other. Strictly speaking, a 
. -Hon- possessive formation from a consonart stem is not ruled out 
either. The result of all these considerations, therefore, is only that the 
Baltic and Slavic n-stem for ‘hornet’ allows no more room for the fur- 
ther analysis of the formant than does L. crabro. 


78.1 We are left with apparent reflexes of three formations which, 
if mechanically projected back, would yield: 


1) krh,slo- (Gmc., Balt.) 
krh,selo- (Bulg.) 


2) krh,srön- (Latin) 
3) krh,sön- (Balt., Slav., possıbly Gmc.) 


31 For additional relevant forms cf., e.g., Berneker SEW 2.1, 71. 

32 The traces of a u-stem seen in OCz. z mladu/Pol. za młodu could ultimately reflect 
PIE mldu- ‘soft? (Ved. mydu-, Gk. Bag etc.). 

33 Cf. also Gmc. mildija- ‘gentle’ (Goth. mildeis, Olc. mildr, OE milde), which stands to 
the meldho- of the Irish form as niwija- ‘new (Goth. niuis) stands to neyo- (L. nouos, 
Gk. v&og etc.). 
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There are only a few additional factors relevant to an overall interpre- 
tation of these forms: 


1) They are probably to be taken as ultimately belonging with 
kh, - -es- ‘head’ and more specifically krh,-s- (e)r(o)- ‘headgear’ 
($$ 60ff.) because these formations are plausibly PIE while kerh,-s 
‘horn’ cannot be counted on outside Greek ($$ 40 ff. cf. n.2). 


2) Our working hypothesis is that their analysis as possessive for- 
mations is preferable to seeing them as pars pro toto terms, and more 
specifically that the word(s) for ‘hornet’ originally meant ‘having head- 
gear, antennae’ (Š 37.2). 


3) It is better to take the various ‘hornet’ terms as having a com- 
mon starting point than as completely independently formed, because 
there is no other trace of the formation(s) they seem to presuppose 
(no. 1 above) in Germanic or Balto-Slavic (Š 73.2). 


4) The question therefore becomes that of attempting to recover 
the PIE word for ‘hornet’. This, in turn, suggests reconstructing a single 
formation, if at all possible, in order to avoid having to assume unne- 


cessary PIE items (§ 73.2). 


5) Latin crabro excludes hyh,s-r- ‘head-gear’ plus possessive 
-H(o)n- (n.4) and disfavors ee o- ‘headgear’ plus possessive 
-H(o)n- (§ 74.1). Nor is there any obvious way of supporting krh,s- r- 
‘headgear plus simple -e/-on- if the resulting Érh,-s-r + e/on- is 
expected to have meant ‘having headgear (no.2 above). The Latin form 
is therefore most easily analyzed as krh,-s- (e)r ‘headgear, antenna(e)’ 
> krh,-s-r-6- ‘provided with antennae’ ^ krh,-s-r-o-on- ‘hornet’ 


(§ 74.2). 


6) Gme. hursla- (and hurzlit-) may easily be combined with crabro 
by assuming that the inherited possessive adjective *hursra- (< krh,s-r-o- 
‘having antennae" was dissimilated to hursla- and was substantivized 
without further suffixation (Š 75.1). 


78.2 Since Baltic forms like Lith. sirsljs and Latv./OPr. sirsilis are 
easily taken as remodellings of a simple -/o-stem ($ 76.3), they may be 
given exactly the same interpretation as Dutch horzel. Bulgarian stürsel 
can also be accommodated with little difficulty and in more than one 
way. If it represents the outcome of a genuinely old krh,ser-o- (with 
dissimilation of r-r to r-/ at some point), then this krh,ser-o- would be 
to hrh,sr-o- (> horzel) exactly as kren-to- ‘horned’ (OHG Arind) is to 
km-to- ‘horned’ (OE hryper)-$ 4.3. But just as strsalas, one of the Lith- 
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uanian “hornet' forms, may well represent an original simple -/o-stem 
influenced by vabalas ‘weevil’, masalas ‘gnat, bimbalas ‘gadfly’, and 
bambalas ‘bee’ (S 76.3), there is some possibility that the apparent -el# 
of Bulg. stürsel results from the partial assimilation of a -/o-formation 
to the -e/a of OCS biicela, Russ. pcela etc. ‘bee’. 

The most idiosyncratic Slavic form is SCr. srsljen. To be sure, this 
could be the outcome of some such preform as Slavic sirsil(1)jen-, but 
it seems pointless to rehearse the various more or less theoretically 
possible historical analyses of a back-projected stem of this sort, since it 
is so much more complex than any other word for ‘hornet’ found in 
Slavic or elsewhere. Consequently, it might be better to suppose, as 
Warren Cowgill suggests to me as at least one possibility, that the form 
ultimately represents a krh,slo- (cf. Dutch horzel directly and Lith. srs- 
lys etc., Bulg. stürsel indirectly—§§ 75.1, 76.3, 78.2 above) that was first 
remodelled to a Slavic sirstli (cf. Latv./OPr. sirsilis § 76.1) or sirsilji (cf. 
the type CS Podilji ‘thorn, sting(er), quill/SCr. bödalj ‘thistle, spike’), 
and was then assimilated to the n-stem that is the predominant forma- 
tion in any event ($ 76.1). However this may be, the Serbo-Croatian 
form is probably the result of a fairly complicated and late series of 
developments restricted to this one language, and is thus best put to 
one side. This leaves Slavic evidence for a sirselu and a sirsen-. 

The inventory of ‘hornet’ terms thus reduces to a krh,s(e)ro- / 
krh,srön-, with or without dissimilation, and a krA,sön- (Balt., Slav., 
possibly Gmc.). On general principles ($ 78.1, no. 4), one might well be 
reluctant to reconstruct two completely independent items here. More 
particularly, this would require that Latin (crabro) has an n-stem for- 
mation that has nothing directly to do with that of Baltic (Lith. sırsuö 
etc.) and most of Slavic (ORuss. sirseni etc.). Furthermore, a descriptive 
B-S s7s0(n) could be analyzed in several ways, but none of the theoreti- 
cally possible preforms (plus derivational histories) 1s quite satisfactory 
on the criteria ($ 73) adopted for this discussion, and within the limits 
imposed by the formations available as derivational bases. 

Further than this it is not possible to go with any security. But it 
may be worth pointing out that instead of reconstructing a krh,sö(n) 
with one of several more-or-less plausible analyses, one might think of 
supposing that the r-r of the various outcomes of PIE krh,sro- /krh,srön 
were sometimes dissimilated to r-/ ($ 78.1 no.6, 78.2) and sometimes to 
r- zero (cf. L. crabro : Ital. scarabone in part—§ 74.3).34 This would per- 


wA w 


34 So too Lith. sirsas < sf$ro-? 
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mit all the words for ‘hornet’ to stem ultimately from krh,s-r+ 6 ‘hav- 
ing antennae’, a possessive adjectival -o- derivative made on the loca- 
tival exocentric substantive krh,s-(e)r- ‘(thing) on the head’ ($ 68.5 ff.). 


79. The ‘hornet’ formation may thus tentatively take its place in a 
schematic representation (cf. $$ 59, 72) of the overall situation as fol- 
lows: 


n-a k( Dreh, : náoa etc. | “the head-bone (collective) 
obl. krh,-es- > ‘skull, head’ 


loc. * krh,s-er ‘in/on/at the head’ (but cf. $ 68.5) 


adj. krh,s-r-o- — subst. kerh,sro- 
‘in/on/at the head’ ‘thing in the head’ 


subst. fem. xapápa ‘head’ L. cerebrum 


subst. 
‘thing on the head,} krh,s-é/or Myc. -karaor- ‘-horn(ed)?, -crest(ed)? 
(item of) head- erh,s-r- ^ Hom/Att. -xoaioa < -4Qüho-1a 
gear 


adj. | ‘having headgear, antennae’ > ‘hornet’ 


brh,s(e) r-0- > krh,slo- Dutch horzel, Bulg. stürsel 
> krh,so- Lith. strsas? (but cf. $ 76.2) 


subst. ‘(the one) having antennae’ > ‘hornet’ 
krh,sro-on- L. crabro 
> krh,so-on- Lith. sirsuö 


RCS s(t) rdseni 
etc. 


Appendix I — Additional Remarks on Enixap 


Forssman’s suggestion (Š 26.3) has recently been criticized by 
E. Neu in the course of a discussion of Hitt. kit-kar ‘to/at the head’ 
(Studien zum endungslosen ,Lokativ" des Hethitischen, 20-8). Neu’s 
objections are 1) that the existence of a Hittite *kar ‘head’ (not taken 
into account by Forssman) increases the chance of a Greek x@o with 
the same meaning —especially since it appears from the creation of &vá- 
xo that Hippocrates analyzed Enı-xap as containing a word for ‘head’ 
2) that -xao at II 392 does not precede a word with initial 6- that would 
have conditioned the assimilation in the first place 3) that the preverb 
combination €11-xaTa- is not otherwise attested in Homer for any verb 
4) that there is no precise Homeric parallel for the double-preverb post- 
ponement suggested by Forssman. Points 2, 3 and 4 had been antic- 
ipated and discussed at length in Forssman’s original treatment, though 
not always convincingly. 

In the last analysis, Forssman’s hypothesis is difficult to accept or 
reject because it cannot be tested. But the segment | ot£vé&x ovo: ġéov- 
oat # at [1391 ought not to be considered in complete isolation from 
certain comparanda: 


To | oteväxovaı ġfovoar # TI 391 

cf. | 1A fig ovci 6E£ovreg + IT 389 (only two lines earlier; repeated 
at T207) ` 
| Onyvücı GéovtEs + P 751 


On the other hand, as Forssman points out, there is an unmistakable 
parallelism between | OTEVAXYOVGL QÉOUOQ + and | OTEVAYOVTO Üéov- 
oat # only two lines later at II 393. But this is not the end of the 
matter: 


To | oteväxovıo Séovc01 # (1x IT 393) 
cf. I Ot£VÓyOvtO yÉoovtec # (1x T 338) 
| OTEVAXOVTO noAttaı # (1x X 429) 
| OTEVÁXOVTO yovainss + (4x) 
and also | åveoteváyovto yoðvteç # (2x X 315, 355) 


262 Appendix I - Additional Remarks on &nıxag 


In this second set of parallel expressions, there 1s a strong possibility 
that a relatively well-entrenched 1 GTEVÜXOVTO yuvaixeg + has been 
modified in three ways to give three unique segments. 

The resultant picture of these interrelationships would be some- 
thing like the following: 


7 / 7 / me 

| nANdovoı BEovreg + | OTEVAXOVIO yYovatxEs # etc. 
7 € = e ^ 5 $ 

| Onyvücı ġéovteç # | &veotevóxovto yoßvısg + 


7 ⁄ ° 7 7 Pd £ 
| STEVÜXODOL éovoa + < | oteváyovto Éovoa + 


From the vantage point of the full network of the relationships 
involved, the natural presumption must be that the composer of TI 391 
proceeded as if dealing with the simplex participle ó$ovoa. Seeing a 
re-arranged equivalent of Eni-xap-P&ovonın here consequently necessi- 
tates the following complex hypothesis: The composer of this passage 
wished to use this compound and wished to use it in participial form 
along with ot£véyovuot but encountered the obvious metrical difficul- 
ties (-xüppk&oücaı). The solution adopted was that of removing the 
preverbs, using the rest according to the pattern suggested by simplex 
Óéovtec on the one hand and YEovooı on the other, and postponing 
the preverbs until the next line. This, however, did not put an end to the 
problems. There remained the question of how to versify the post- 
poned Ent-xaT/xap- in the next line, and the poet rejected certain ways 
of doing this (Here I simply repeat F's arguments): 


1) metrical lengthening to ninta CC/Eninät V was too 
abnormal 


2) assimilation to £ri-x&w (uıvödeı) was unacceptable because 
apocopated prepositions/(prev.) normally go together closely with what 
follows and therefore do not occur at syntactic Joints. 


3) restoration of the "underlying" &mi-xáv was not possible 
because xat is not really the underlying pause-form after all, but rather 
a sandhi-form regular only before t and 8; and in any case Homer does 
not have apocopated pause-forms. 

The solution adopted for this second set of problems was that of 
using the assimilated -xao- that would have appeared had £nı-xap- 
Qéovcau not been re-arranged by preverb postponement. Furthermore, 
this had the advantage of phonologically suggesting the compound in 
question in spite of the re-arrangement, and would also conform to 
Greek restrictions on permissible word-final consonants. 
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Whatever one may think of this hypothesis, it 1s in this form that it 
must be justified. But it is not always clear how this can be done. On 
some points the hypothesis would be difficult to defend, and on others 
we will never be in a position to judge. For example: 


1) If, on the internal evidence of parallel Homeric line-segments, 
it seems that Oéovoat (II 391) has been dealt with as if it is the partici- 
ple of the simplex, perhaps we should assume that that is what it is 
unless there is clear evidence to the contrary. 


2) Why was the composer of TI 391-2 so eager to use this com- 
pound if, as far as we can ever know, it did not facilitate his task and, if 
anything, was rather difficult? There were apparently no readily adapt- 
able traditional models that might have led someone to do this. In fact, 
ET1-xO-OEELV does not seem to have belonged to the epic dialect at all. 
But without usages that could have served as models, we lack a convinc- 
ing explanatory device for the poet's surprising-looking choice. 


3) As Forssman points out, the proposed (Ent-)rap-p&ovoaı ££ 
pav has its closest semantic and contextual correspondent in A 452, 
454: ... tota goi KAT ÖQEOPL Qéovtsg / ... / xgouvóv EX ueyóAov ... 
But might this not suggest that the ênu- could have been dispensed with 
entirely for all the difference it makes in the meaning? One could easily 
imagine a solution like: ...6£00004/&&£ Ópfsoqu xáta; and xótü 
before nıvödeı would be comparable to ..."| dpéAAet TE nıvödeı te + 
(Y 242). This would have avoided the problem of an apocopated pre- 
verb in pause, and xata-pp&eiv is at least a demonstrably epic com- 
pound (unlike xap-pe&eiv). 


4) The hypothesis makes considerable use of the metrical diffi- 
culties presented by (£xi-)kapg£oUoot. But 


a) does this itself not suggest a possible reason for the exclusion 
of the compound from Homeric use in those forms that would be diffi- 
cult? 


b) what is the status of preverb postponement in general as a met- 
rical device in Homer? 


c) How abnormal would the scansion Enı-xag- / &u-xox(o)- really 
be? Forssman is surely right to point out that # Enitovoc (u 423) is not 
sufficient in and of itself to suggest that any xu at any place in the line 
could have undergone genuine metrical lengthening. But if this is taken 
in conjunction with + Enet St) (2x I, 4x Od), which would seem to be 
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the model (in some sense) for # Enttovog, it becomes very difficult to 
take the position that it would have been utterly out of the question to 
have an acephalous 


OTEVAYOVGL OEOVGQL + 
+ &n(xa ¿E Óp£ov 
—espécially since this would have had the advantages of 1) moving the 


postponed preverbs closer to the verb 2) avoiding the problem of the 
apocopated preverb in pause. 


d) Would a metrically lengthened *-ppsiovoou really be inadmis- 
sible? Forssman argues that the absence of ġew- / -ġerovt- / ógtov- (to 
ÓO£F-) in Homer shows that some factor must have actually prohibited 
such forms despite the frequency of absolutely parallel-looking cases 
like xvetovoa (to nvef-), nAstovtso (to nàeF-) etc. In addition, accord- 
ing to Forssman, a -pgiovoaı would have spoiled an effect at which the 
poet was aiming —the parallel line-endings of II 391 (... ugyáAa otevá- 
x 0vot DEovoaı) and H 393 (... ugyáAa otevayovto BEovoat). Neither 
of these points is conclusive. 

As to the first of them, the absence of Qt£to- / eto- forms no more 
proves that these were inherently impossible than an opposite case like 
the absence of nvéovteg (for which Homer only has metrically length- 
ened mveiovtss proves that ^ " nv&ovteg was impossible. The facts only 
permit the conclusion that as far as we can tell no poet ever found it 
desirable or necessary to construct a segment that solved the metrical 
problem of ` ó£o0-/" HE@- by means of a technique (^ Q&16-/~ HELÖ-) 
that was available and frequently used for other verbs of identical 
structure. More specifically, we may just as well say that the versifica- 
tional procedure employed in cases like ` " nA&o0oog # (I 360), " nAE- 
ovoa + (u 70) (vs. nve(ovt-s(G) / -aç v — — #) simply happens to be the 
same one that is used with the Homeric examples of Ogovtec + (3), 
Ó&0vcat # (1), Géovte # (1), éovta # (1), óŠovroç + (1/4), ó£ovot + 
(1). If we lack a Ostovteg v — = + or the like, this is no more telling 
than the observation that we lack a ^ " nAéovtec +. 

This in turn makes it clear that the parallelism between II 391 and 
II 393 can be considered neither an effect for which the poet was neces- 
sarily striving in this passage nor a possible motivation for his rejection 
of metrical lengthening in 6&0voau. The essential point is that 391 and 
(especially) 393 both seem to have been constructed on (intercon- 
nected) models already known to the composer of this passage (see 
above), and their parallelism would be an inevitable outcome of his 
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technique. To say that he wished them to be parallel is only to say that 
he wished to use the patterns which he in fact used. 


5) Even if the appearance of the apocopated preverb in the form 
-xa0 would have certain very considerable advantages over -xap and 
-XAT (see above), it remains an apocopated preverb and its appearance 
at a syntactic break 1s therefore still an anomaly. 


6) In general the defense of this hypothesis requires, at several 
points, the demonstration of things that are beyond our ability to dem- 
onstrate. Given a theoretical choice, for instance, between a metrical 
lengthening or an acephalous scansion on the one hand and an anoma- 
lous preverb postponement on the other, we simply have no way of pre- 
dicting which option an epic poet would have been most likely to exer- 
cise; and we are in an even worse position when it becomes a matter of 
having to exclude one of them completely. Similarly, only an epic poet 
would be able to say how acceptable it would be to introduce a certain 
compound into the epic dialect and use it only in an abnormally re- 
arranged form when the supporting parallels for such a re-arrangement 
(of that or any other verb) are lacking in Homer as we have it and can 
never have been frequent. 

Finally, if anything further can be learned about the inner-epic sta- 
tus of the II passage in question, this is perhaps best done by comparing 
A 452-4, another simile and closely comparable in content: 


II 390 .. KAQGdSQat, 
£c ó OA noppvoény 1 ugyúaÀo, I S bA HEOVOAL 
EE OPEWV ERINAO 


A 452 óc 8 ÖTE xeinagpot | notapoÌ | XAT GOEGOL OEOVTEC 
EG uoy&yxeux | ovußaAAEToV II óñotuov $600 
xoouvóv EX ueyóA ov | | xo(Àmç Evroode yapáopnc, 


There is no serious question here of one passage showing 'evidence of 
having been directly modelled on the other in part or in general, for 
there is no basis for such a claim. Each passage doubtless had its own 
models and/or further associations. The only points to be made here 
are that 1) the Homeric repertory clearly had a way of talking about 
water "flowing down the mountains into ..." without resorting to 
unique re-arrangements that would at least have tested comprehension 
severely. And it cannot be that the use of an expression like the one 
seen here at A 452-3 was beyond the ‚kill of the composer of I1 390-1. 

2) ... 6éovcau # / ¿E Óp£ov ninao i is not only semantically compar- 
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able to ... DEOVIES # / &c utoyóyxewav Í but parallel in grammatical 
structure, interchangeable in metrical shape, and identical in position- 
ing. In fact, it might not be too much to recognize a type of expression 
In: 

+ &C pioYáyxewxv 1 

# XpoUvOv £x LEYOAMV i 

+ £g 6. GAG Toopuoénv | 


to which would belong various others (e.g. A 252 # £v MOA Hyaden | b 
[` 49 + ££ ding yalng I A 480 + £v véuet oxteo® n but not very many. 
Segments of the shape - — — — — that consist of a preposition + noun 
+ modifier and occur in the position # ... | are not as common as might 
be expected, and not very many can be a formulae ı in any rea- 
sonable sense, though there are a few: + Añuvov £c Myadenv | | at D 58, 
79 together with Afjuvo £v nyaden J at B 722; extremely common + 
Vijas &ni yAn@vetic | (15x 72); and some others. But it is clear that line- 
initial expressions of this metrical shape and syntactic content, even if 
not rigorously describable as formulae, were associated with one 
another by the poets of the tradition to some extent, for some are 
clearly modelled on others. Beside the frequent +f viac En yAapvpäc | | 
just mentioned, the Miad has + vfjag Ava Yospogác | b but only twice. 
Similarly, it is easy to imagine that # Tooín £v evosin (Q 256 = 494) 
has something to do with # Koñrn £v evoetn | (N 453) and that + 
xóoo Ev oiozxóAo 1 (N 473, P 54) has given rise to # xóoQ Evi A90- 
aei | (D 262). There are also a few cases like + otxo £v rjuetéoo | 
(U 233), which has beside it a variant that can be used in a line of a dif- 
ferent, but common, structure: # ñugréoo vì otxo'] (A 30). 

In any case, if it is reasonable to recognize in these segments a 
metrical/syntactic/positional type of which an epic poet may have been 
consciously aware, it is to this type that + E ópécv Ent xap i would 
have belonged. And since the expressions here are otherwise self-con- 
tained, it is perhaps best not to see the &rt-xaQ that finishes the seg- 
ment as belonging only to the ġéovoou in the previous line. In fact, one 
might even consider the idea that énixag ‘headlong’ goes most closely 
with £&. 
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The adverb noóyvv occurs three times in Homer, and twice seems 
to mean something like ‘utterly’: 


D 459—60 ... ANGAWVTAL/ TOOYVY xoc ... 
ë 68—9 ... OAÉo0Q/ TOOYVD ... 


In the meanings ‘entirely’ and ‘really, actually’ the word is eventually 
resuscitated by Apollonius Rhodius (1.1118, 2.249). But the third Ho- 
meric occurrence (1570) is in the phrase + nodyvv xadelou£vn ..., 
which very probably means ‘sinking to her knee(s)’. And this, reason- 
ably enough, is generally considered! its original meaning-‘to the 
knee(s)’. If so, it may well be no coincidence that the & passage men- 
tioned above reads in full: 
... Qc @PEAX 'EAÉvnc and PbAOV óA£o9at 


52» 


10 Ó6x vv, Emel NOAAGV åvõoðv BIO yoóvat ÉAvo£ 
That is, one might consider the possibility of a word-play of sorts 
between modxyvv and yoovata. 

However this may be, the meaning ‘to the knee(s)' for npöxvuv has 
suggested the view that the -xvo is somehow to be identified with the 
yvv- of yvó-€ ‘(on)to one's knee(s) and several compounds quoted by 
Hesychius that all combine yvv- ‘to the knee(s)’ with a verbal (or 
deverbative) form of xintetv "fall'-yvomteiv: Aodeveiv. uoAoxi- 
Ceotar; yvungtóv: &oyóv ... etc. This yvv-, of course, is the zero grade 
root and suffix allomorph of yévv ‘knee’ (and cf. further iyvba ‘hollow 
at the back of the knee, ultimately a governing compound 
—$ 26.9.1 — en-£nu-a?). 

The obvious problem, however, is the aspirate x in place of 
expected y. Less immediate, but still troublesome, is the question of the 
meaning of a theoretical pro-£nu. To be sure, npöxvv xadelouevn 
would make good sense if noóxvv could be taken somehow as the out- 
come of an adverbialized possessive compound pro-gnu ‘with pro(ject- 
ing) knees’ (cf. Skt. pra-jnu- P.5.4.129 ‘bow-legged’). The phrase in 


1 Schwyzer GG 1, 328 with further references; Risch’, 364; Frisk GEW 2, 605; Chan- 
traine DELG, 233. 
2 On this word and some related ones see Forssman, KZ 79, 28 ff. 
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Homer could then have meant ‘with knees out in front (of her)’, and 
this would apply perfectly well to a certain posture of kneeling. What is 
less well explained is the semantic development of *with knees out 
front’ to ‘utterly’. Furthermore, there would still be no direct explana- 
tion of the directive yvv- of yv0-& and the peculiar yvo-z(g)r-forms. In 
addition, the phonological problem remains. The reconstruction pro- 
£nu is therefore probably incorrect. 

All these difficulties disappear simultaneously, however, as soon as 
one compares noöxvv xadelousvn with ... 100g yotva xatéCeto ... 
(c 395). Even though the o passage describes one person (Odysseus) 
dropping to(ward) the knees of a second person (the suitor Amphino- 
mus) in order to duck a footstool (hurled by Eurymachus), it shows 
that when xaðéteoða denotes the motion of sitting down and the end 
of this motion is yóvu or yotva ‘the knee(s)’, it is admissible to use 
TÓG to express this.’ And it would be difficult to maintain that there is 
any systematic syntactic distinction to be recognized in Greek between 
internal and external ends of motion. One may note the identity in con- 
struction of, e.g.: 


N 281... £n àupotépovg nóðaç (Cer 
*... it (the 9uuócç of a cowardly man) sinks into his two feet’ 
and 
= 437 ELöyevog d ent yobva XEAOLVEPES aiu GrÉugoozgv 
“and he vomited dark blood as he sank to his (own) knees’. 
Returning to 1EÖG yoüva as an end of motion, there is another exam- 
ple, with a different verb but otherwise parallel, in Hesiod (Theog. 
459-60): 
... OS TIG Exaotas / ... UNTOOS noòç yoóvat" Txo1TO 
‘as each one would arrive at his mother’s knees (in childbirth)’. 
If, then, as a first step in attempting to analyze noóxvv ‘to the knee(s)’, 
we ask how this notion is conveyed at all in epic language, the answer 


seems to be that it is either èni yoüva (= 437) or 100g yobva (o 395, 
Theog. 460). 'This will have to be an ingredient in a solution. 


3 1066 yotva xaðéteoðo ‘drop to a position up against the knees’ may on the one hand 
be contrasted with £GÓóugvog © &ni yoüva (= 437) ‘dropping down onto the knees’ (cf. 
just below), and may on the other hand be compared to the numerous cases of xoóc 
‘up against’ (Chantraine Gramm 2, 133; LSJ, 1497 sub C.2.a.; Ebeling Lex II, 233, 
col.2). With no motion (and therefore dat.-loc.) cf. also E408 xoti yoóvaot ‘at his 
knees’. 
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A second ingredient, already mentioned, is that descriptively 
speaking, Greek seems to have a yvv- which, as such, has only directive 
function. The adverb yvö-& in Homer appears only in the phrase yvd& 
£orneiv (6x in ZL) ‘fall (on)to one's knee’. It is practically certain that 
the final -& of this form comes from the adverbs (all made on body part 
terms) AGE ‘with the foot’, O56 ‘with the teeth’, and n0€ ‘with the fist’ 
(also ‘with respect to the fist —e.g. m0§ &ya90c T 237). But since all 
three potential models have an instrumental function, the directive 
sense of yvó£ is to be attributed not to the added -£, but to the yvv- 
itself. And this is confirmed by the yvu-z(£)t- compounds in Hesychius 
mentioned above. 

We are left, therefore, with an adverbial (directive) yvu which 
appears both as the free form yvú(ë) and in verbal compounds. What 
we do not yet have is an exact explanation of this yvv ‘to the knee’, 
since it cannot, as it stands, directly continue an appropriate case form 
of yóvo ‘knee’. One might suppose that the yvv in question was 
extracted from somewhere, and a compound of some sort would come 
to mind first,^ but the Greek material will take us no further. 

There is, however, potential comparative evidence to be taken 
advantage of in Avestan, where there is found the adjectival compound 
a-(x)snu- (m. acc. pl. a-(x)snüs-(ca) Y.57.6) '(extending) to the 
knee(s)’. Synchronically, this would appear to be an example of a rare 
compositional type—a prepositional governing compound with no com- 
positional suffix (cf. $ 26.9). There is more than one possible way of 
dealing with this formation. For the moment, it is enough to note that 
both Avestan and Greek have apparent reflexes of a -£nu- which has a 
directive function and is found compounded with an adverbial element 
in both languages, though in neither is its interpretation entirely obvi- 
ous. 

Returning to noóyvv itself, we have seen that ‘to the knees’ with a 
verb of motion can be expressed as xopóc yodva. What is more, it is 
even found once in Homer (100g yobva xadElero) with the same verb 
as appears with zpóxvv. To this we may add that the use of this partic- 
ular preposition with ‘knee’ under these circumstances may be consid- 


4 Perhaps from the yvu-z(s)t- compounds themselves? But these certainly at least give 
the impression of presupposing an already-directive adverbial yvu-, compounded rela- 
tively recently with n(e)t-forms. And this impression is strengthened by there not 
being even a *yvu-neräg, which could at least potentially represent something old (cf. 
E. yovv-nerng). 
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ered an idiom of sorts, given that the construction found when it is a 
matter of falling (etc.) onto another part of the body is with Ent (plus 
accusative or even dative). For an internal end of motion, an example 
would be: 


E 586 éxneoe ... £i Dogexuóv te xal Ottouç 
‘he fell out (of the chariot) onto his forehead and shoulders' (cf. 
Z 43, I1 410—both with éni otóua ‘onto his face’). 


And this commoner construction is also found once with yotva (= 437 
mentioned above). It could therefore be said that neög with yóvv is not 
only admissible, but even characteristic. Finally, it would appear that a 
directive -gnu- may be attributed to Greek (in yvó-5 and yvv-n(s)c-), 
and may itself prove to be inherited (if it could/should be aligned with 
Avestan d-(x)snu-). 

Combining these observations, it would be easy to admit the possi- 
bility of a *z9óo-yvv ‘to the knee(s)’ (necessarily a Greek creation as 
such-see below). This formation, however, containing the otherwise 
unknown sequence" -sgn- (or -zgn-) would be liable to some rearrange- 
ment almost immediately, and the likelihood of such a development 
would become even greater as soon as the "compound" had begun to 
take on its extended (but already Homeric) sense of ‘utterly’. For as 
soon as this had begun to occur, the form would cease to suggest xoóç 
and -yvv- quite so immediately. If on morphological (yvv-& yvv-z(£)t-, 
à-(x)3nu-) and syntactic (noòç yodva) grounds a prós-gnu seems satis- 
factory, but if the actual outcome takes the form npöxvu it would 


5 It may also be noted that yoðva /yobvata is idiomatically used simply as a terminal 
accusative with ix&vew / iX&odoı. This is said very often of the action of a suppliant: 


tÀ OG. yobvad’ ixävouaı (à457,y 992 = 5 322) 


oá TE yoOvaP ixóávo (g 449, m 147) 
SED «(Xia yoovall ixávo (v 231) 
TH o& yoüva indus (1 266f.) 


But there is also the expression of the type exemplified by: 
náuatóç TE xal l6poc yoúvat Dxotro (N 711) 


Aiuóc ATEENNG yobvad fxntat (T 354) 
And the phrase in N 711 most likely has something to do with Hesiod's xoóç yoúvað 
tnxouto (Theog. 460) mentioned above. 
We should distinguish the construction seen, for instance, in BeßArfxeı noóc oxñ9ocç 
(^ 108). 
Both -sg- (-zg-) and -gn- were admissible sequences (uíoyo, otvyvdc etc.), but this 
naturally tells us nothing about -sgn- (-zgn-). Nor does the admissibility of skn- (oxvv- 
nög) and (eventual) -skhn- (ioxvóg- cf. note 9 below). Cf. Lejeune Phonetique?, 78. 


a 


N 
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appear that the phonological difficulties presented by prosgnu/prozgnu 
led to a metathesis of prosgnu to proksnu. The regular outcome of this 
preform would be noóyvv (cf. luksnos > Abxvoc etc.). 

Chronologically and dialectally, this hypothesis only requires the 
compound to have been formed 1) after the 7; > s(s) development 
(ug810- > Hé(o)ooç etc.) that produced noóç from proti/ _ #V 2) 
before the change of -ksN- to -khN- 3) in a dialect that had proti rather 
than pot? and generalized the (originally prevocalic) allomorph pros « 
proti (i.e. in a dialect whose only form of the preposition is 1oóc). The 
possibilities are Attic-Ionic and Asia Minor Aeolic (as represented by 
Lesbian). Either Ionic or Asia Minor Aeolic is a reasonable source for 
a Homeric adverb, and there is consequently no difficulty from that 
point of view. As to the relative chronology of Ti > s(s) and -ksN- > 
-khN-, this is hard to fix both for Ionic and for Asia Minor Aeolic. But 
to judge by the Mycenaean situation, the chronology demanded by the 
hypothesis just presented is the correct one. In Mycenaean the 77 > 
s(s) change has already occurred (to-so < toti-o-, me-sa-to < methia- 
to-) but the development of -khN- from -ksN- has not (a,-ka-sa-ma for 
aiksmä vs. Hom. etc. aiyun). There seems to be no obvious objection to 
assuming that this was also the chronology in Ionic and/or the variety 
of Aeolic for which the question is relevant. 

Moreover, it may be that the metathesis of -sgn- to -ksn- has at 
least a partial parallel in adyudc ‘dryness, drought’ (Ionic and Attic 
authors; presupposed also by Od. + avdypéw and adypneic h. Hom. 
19.6). The form is somewhat difficult to analyze, but an identification 
of its root with that of aboc (Hom. +)/avoc (Attic) ‘dry’ is practically 
unavoidable, and it is highly probable that it owes its -uó- to semanti- 
cally related terms such as xeünög (< krus-mo-) ‘cold(ness), frost’ 
(Hdt. +), pAoyuóg ‘heat, flame’ (A. +), and Muóç ‘hunger’ (Hom. +). 
avyudc most directly reflects (1) auksmo-, but the comparative evidence 
points to saus-o- (Lith. sasísas, OE etc. séar; cf. also aboc/avog itself) 
beside sus-k-o- (Av. huska-, RV Suska-, assimilated from *suska-; cf. 
Lith. suskis ‘scabies’). This favors a saus-k-mo- / haus-k-mo- with meta- 
thesis to hauksmo- whence abxuöc.? If so, the -skm- to -ksm- develop- 


8 noóç is found both in Lesb. inscriptions (e.g. Schwyzer DGEEP, no.620) and in lit- 
erary Lesbian (e.g. Alc. 130.27, PLF) with no competitor (if one hesitates about the 
no&g reported by a single very late grammarian- cf. Thumb-Scherer GD, 108). 

? So too Risch?, 46 note 42. It is less satisfactory to start with a saus-k-smo- (> sauk- 
smo-) because ioxvög ‘withered’ (from si-sk-sno- cf. si-sk-u- > Av. hisku- ‘dry’ etc.) 
seems to show that s was preserved before -KsN-. 
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ment in avy" could be compared to the metathesis of -sgn- or -zgn- 
to -ksn- suggested here for noóyvv. 

Finally, the use of the isolated and seemingly archaic yvv in a com- 
plex adverb that was formed relatively recently is not, by itself, a great 
difficulty either. One need only suppose that the very same directive 
yvv '(on)to (one's own) knee(s) that was expanded at some point to 
yvo-€ (cf. 18 etc.) was also remade to noóo-yvv under the influence of 
the idiom 1006 yoóva. The one problem that does remain, however, is 
the source of the directive yvv in the first place. 

It has already been noted that it is unlikely to reflect any case form 
of the simplex gonu- ‘knee’ itself, and that it is most plausibly regarded 
as having been extracted—probably from a compound. This brings us 
back to Av. a-(x)snu- '(reaching) to the knee’, and its suffixless struc- 
ture —rare for a governing compound. Beyond this, only hypotheses are 
possible. But it may be worth pointing out that the difficult Greek yvu 
and the unusual a-(x)snu- can be accounted for simultaneously with 
the hypothesis that PIE had one or more adverbial “univerbations” (cf. 
SŠ 26.8.1 ff.) — type pér-uti ‘in the previous year’, mé-ghsri ‘to hand’-that 
had originally contained a preverb/preposition plus a locative (-£neu) 
or even accusative (-£onu) of ‘knee’, the substantive having eventually 
undergone reduction (to -£n») of the type seen in -uti and -ghsri above. 
Choosing as a hypothetical example the back-projected form of what 
actually appears in Avestan, one might conjecture that a PIE à gneu/o 
fonu ‘to the knee’ became ogneu/ogonu early enough to have under- 
gone reduction to dgnu. The resulting I-Ir anu would then have been 
provided at some stage with a full adjectival inflection- largely, one 
might argue, because its second element -Znu (synchronically easily 
referrable to Zanu ‘knee’) coincided exactly with the nom.-acc. neuter 
(often used adverbially) of genuine compounds (possessive) that had 
‘knee’ as second member: '? cf. Skt. mitá-jiu- (RV) ‘sturdy-kneed’, asita- 
jnu- (AV) ‘dark-kneed’, ürdhva-jnu- “with knees (held) high’, and in 
particular Av. fra-snu- “with projecting knees’, its Skt. equivalent pra- 
jnu- ‘bowlegged’ (P), sam-jnu- ‘knock-kneed’ (id.), and adverbialized 
abhi-jnu ‘with bent knee’. In these possessive compounds the reduction 
in the second member is of an entirely different order ($ 26.10.3). Also 
playing a role in this hypothetical re-interpretation of aZnu (univerba- 
tion) as an adjectival (governing) compound (nom.-acc. neut.) used 
adverbially would be the circumstance that many compounds made up 


10 Cf. W-D 2.1, 94. 
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of a preposition/preverb plus a substantive are systematically ambi- 
guous between possessive and governing interpretations." This is clear- 
est when the second member is itself an -o- (or -iio-) stem—e.g. RV £- 
bhaga-, either ‘having a share (coming, owed etc.) to one’ (bahuvrihi) or 
‘(acceding etc.) to a share’ (governing). It would therefore not be sur- 
prising if unambiguous bahuvrihi morphology were to be used occa- 
sionally in a governing compound." If in addition, as in the case of the- 
oretical àznu, there is a purely formal point of contact (-Zuu both in 
bahuvrihis and in this apparent adverbialized governing compound), a 
development of this kind would be still less remarkable. 

In fact, Avestan d-(x)snu- '(extending) to the knee’, if taken by 
itself, would not necessarily require an inherited univerbation X-gnu at 
all. It could be merely an example of a governing compound made with 
the structure of a possessive (for reasons just touched upon). What sug- 
gests that the possibility of some PIE case(s) of univerbated X-gnu be 
seriously considered is the appearance in Greek of a directive yvv. For 
since this must have been extracted from somewhere, and almost cer- 
tainly ought to be put together with a-(x)5nu- in one way or another, 
the interpretation of the Avestan form as an irregular governing com- 
pound would practically require that the Greek directive be considered 
de-compositional from the same (or same kind of) unusual compound. 
And this, in turn, would come close to presupposing that some suffix- 
less governing compounds (rare in the individual languages) were 
already found in PIE itself." 

There would consequently seem to be some point in starting with 
the univerbation X-¢(0)nu/X-gn(e)u with a further development for 
eventual #-(x)snu- in Avestan as above. For Greek, one could then con- 
Jecture that some such X-gnu (with an apparent directive -yvv) served 
as the direct source of yv0-(€) and 1060-yvv. 

At the same time, it 1s theoretically possible to take the entirely dif- 
ferent approach of analyzing np60-yvv as an adverbialized bahuvrihi 
(probably made on some more original X-gnu- bahuvrihi) meaning 
*with the knee up against (it)' or the like. A compound of this type and 
structure could certainly be parallelled (§ 26.10.1-and cf. RV abhi-jnu 


u Cf. Risch?, 187. 

12 Similarly, one might be in some doubt as to whether RV abhi-dyu- (reaching, moving) 
to the sky' is best taken as a governing compound with bahuvrihi morphology or a 
“univerbation” ($$ 26.8.1ff.) that has secondarily become an adjectival (governing) 
Compound. 

13 Cf. $ 26.9.1 with note 115. 
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‘with knee toward (it)’). One could even suppose then that directive yv 
(yvó-&/ vyvu-n(£)t-) was extracted from z9óo-yvu (xadéCeotat etc.) 
itself after the bahuvrihi had been re-interpreted — precisely because of 
xoOóg yóvFa (RadEleodaı etc.)—as an adverbialized governing com- 
pound. One may easily imagine a number of verbs (falling, sinking, sit- 
ting, etc.) with which xoóo-yvo (‘with opposed knee’) and n9óc yóvFa 
(‘to the knees’) could both have been frequent. And if noóo-yvv even- 
tually came to be nothing but an alternative to 100¢ yóvFa in this way, 
the appearance of both with the same verb in Homer is not surprising. 

There seems to be no absolutely decisive argument in favor of 
either interpretation of npöxvv. Whether it is a univerbation or a 
bahuvrihi, an earlier X-gnu on which it could have been modelled 
seems required (since a proti-£nu cannot have yielded it directly). This, 
however, is not a serious drawback for either view. One might compare 
£y-yO-c > ugo(o)n-yO-(c) - $ 26.8.2-for a case in which a probable uni- 
verbation has acquired a new “first member", and Hom. 71900-xnófjc 
for an example of npög in particular introduced (preconsontally) into a 
bahuvrihi (cf. Hom. à- / Aa1- / noÀo-xnóf]c). And while it seems that 
Av. a-(x)snu- might be dealt with most easily under the assumption of 
one or more inherited adverbial univerbations in -gnu, it does not abso- 
lutely require it. 
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(at the bracketed asterisks in the text) 


Theoretically, one could argue that the apparent 
kruh,- of Av. sré- does not decisively exclude a set 
kerh,- at the very beginning. For it is possible to 
envision one or more sets of developments, varying 
in complexity, that would allow one to start with a 
kerh- and still finally arrive at Av. sra#-. If, for 
example, there was a metathesis of sequences of the 
type CHi/uC to Ci/uHC (cf. W. Winter, Evidence 
for Laryngeals?, 192f.), a kerh,u-C could have 
become keruh,-C, and there could have been a new 
zero grade kruh,- produced beside this (whence 
srü-). The case would be like that of gerh,uyon- 
(YAv. zauruuan- ‘old age’) beside gruh,- (YAv. zru- 
wan-/zrün- “time. An analogical kruh,- ultimately 
based on a kerh,u- could be obtained with other 
similar hypotheses as well, but the point is not 
worth belaboring. For there is not the slightest posi- 
tive indication that would favor a kerh,u- in the 
first place. 


A.S.C. Ross (KZ 77 (1961), 271ff.) argues for a 
Gmc. herta- beside heruta-. If so, we may have in 
this form indirect evidence of the ker-h, that 
appears in Hittite ($$ 10ff.) and Gk. ($$ 12ff.) in a 
Gmc. derivative that reflects (quasi) kerh,-do-. 


Because of Gk. xoQv8- (koru-dh-) ‘helmet’, it would 
seem that Gmc. heruta- ‘horned’ and Gk. xogvóo- 
‘crested’ are best segmented herut-a- (kerud-o-) and 
xOoQv8-o- (korud-o-), with an endocentric -d- and 
possessive -o- rather than ke/oru-do- with a posses- 
sive -do-. Cf. also pekud- in Latin pecus, -udis. An 
analysis ke/oru-do-, however, would not interfere 
with any of the proposals to be made below. 
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A more precise reconstruction of the PIE root noun 
for ‘nose’ would be Hnãs-. Cf. RV urünasa- ‘wide- 
nosed’ and fjünas- ‘straight-nosed’ (PN). 

I Eichner-Kühn (MSS 34 (1976), 23ff.) suggests 
that KS. mastrhan- ‘brain’ is the exact correspond- 
ent of Av. mastarayan-, indicating that a more accu- 
rate reconstruction would be I-Ir mastrghan- < 
me/ostrgh e/on-. 


Cf. addendum to § 1 as well. 

A similar development seems to have led to Vedic 
apvá- (= apuva-) ‘panic’. The OP correspondent is 
afuva-, reflecting apua-, and the trisyllabic Vedic 
stem (cf. also the denominative apwva-yáte) may 
thus be explained as resulting from levelling within 
a paradigm that once ablauted between apud- (gen- 
eralized in OP) and apuu-. See Kuiper, Notes, 16 
and Hoffmann, Aufsätze 1.52ff. (= Corolla Lin- 
guistica (Festschrift Sommer), 80 ff.). 

But cf. addendum to $ 37.7. 


For reasons that are not clear to me, the archaic 
structure C,eC,H-s in neuter s-stem nom-accusa- 
tives is securely displayed only where C, is r or y. In 
particular, formations reflecting CeNH-s seem to be 
lacking. Cf. PIE genh,-os (Ved. janas, Gk. yévoc 
etc.), for example. 


Further afield, cf. Beowulf 1900—1 ... bunden golde/ 
swurd ... I would like to thank J.Schindler for 
pointing out this parallel to me. 


It is worth noting that this analysis of xoñyvoc 
makes it an example of the type of bahuvrihi exem- 
plified by Vedic vajra-bahu- ‘having a thunderbolt 
in the arm’ or isu-hasta- ‘having an arrow in hand’ 
(W-D 2.1, 279), to which corresponds a series of 
Avestan cases like a&smö.zasta- ‘with firewood in 
hand’. In Greek itself, the clearest example of the 
type is toyéa1ioe ‘having an arrow in hand’ (fem.) < 
isuo-khehar-ia (see Peters Untersuchungen, 223 ff.), a 
close parallel to Ved. isu-hasta- above. To be sure, 


$ 28.5.2 


$ 29.1 


$ 35.1 
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the type is completely unproductive in Greek, and 
this makes it rısky to propose a new example of it. 
But this kind of bahuvrihi, which practically always 
has a body-part term as second member, has ‘hand’ 
there particularly frequently -and xpü-yv-o- would 
conform well to this. Furthermore, classing *«oà- 
yv-o- with the type in question would only require 
that it be an old and probably inherited compound, 
and this is necessary anyway given that yv- ‘hand’ is 
completely obsolete in Greek. 


It must be admitted, however, that Jammar (lammar) 
could represent a temporal accusative rather than 
an accusative with locatival function. It is therefore 
not so clear that it provides a parallel to an accusa- 
tive kar. 


By ker-e-h, is meant a h,- derivative of an o-stem 


made on ker-. 


J. Schindler informs me that there seems to be an 
early Mod. Pers. sar in addition to sar. If so, the 
etymological correctness of the long vowel in sära- 
would only tend to be somewhat substantiated. 


It is freely admitted that the semantic reconstruc- 
tion adopted here is hypothetical and certainly dis- 
cussable. Nor is it impossible to imagine that it 
might be improved upon. At the moment, the most 
serious drawback to this hypothesis that I can see is 
that no IE language actually presents us with a 
single lexical item that has precisely the meaning 
(hard stuff of the head") attributed here to PIE ker- 
h, and it is thus not possible to support this recon- 
struction with a parallel. At the same time, of 
course, the lack of an item with just this meaning in 
the daughter languages means that the suggestion 
in question is not flatly contradicted by anything 
either (e.g. a totally different formation with this 
meaning). 

But in any case, it should be clear from the dis- 
cussion as a whole that the semantic reconstruction 
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was not chosen because it 1s per se demonstrable or 
even necessarily appealing, but rather because 
morphological factors dictate it (or something like 
it). For it does appear advisable to reconstruct two 
different paradigms for the stem(s) k(e) r-(e)h,- 
($$ 30-32.1), one of them ought to have been a pro- 
terokinetic kér-h, that probably became a “normal” 
eh,-stem ($ 32.2), the only forms that demand this 
proterokinetic pre-form mean ‘horn’ ($ 32.2-and 
one descriptively names the material-$$ 12.2 ff., 
33.5), and there is evidence of a word for ‘head’ that 
on morphological grounds is most easily taken as a 
derivative of the very proterokinetic ker-h, in ques- 
tion ($$ 33.6 ff., addendum to § 33.6). The result is 
that a meaning had to be reconstructed for ker-h, 
that can account both for the meanings of its appar- 
ent reflexes and for the meaning ‘head’ in a deriva- 
tive of a known type. The conjecture ‘hard stuff of 
the head’ is an attempt at something that will satisfy 
these requirements. 


It may be noted that the stem allomorph that would 
seem to have undergone the process of vrddhi and 
suffixation here (kerh, > kérh,-o-) is that of the 
strong cases of the singular. To be sure, it is usually 
the weak stem that serves as the basis for a deriva- 
tive of this kind: 


strong pod- ‘foot’ 

weak ped- > ped-ó- ‘of (at) the foot/bottom, 
sole’ (Gk. nnööv ‘oar-blade’, 
Lith. peda ‘footprint’ 

strong dien- ‘sky’ 

weak diu- > deiu-ó- ‘of the sky, a god’ 
(Ved. devá-, L. deus/diuos etc.) 


But cases of vrddhi derivatives made to the strong 
stem of the basis are also known. Vedic caksma-, for 
example, would appear to be an a- (o-) derivative of 
the neuter men-stem seen in Av. casman- ‘eye’ (W-D 
2.2.125). It would also seem to be a relatively old 
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one, both because the derivational basis is no longer 
there in Vedic itself, and because the derivative 
shows the same phonological development (-mno- 
> -mo-) that is to be observed in compounds with 
compositional -o- and a men-stem as second mem- 
ber (e.g. kárman-: virá-karma- cf. W-D 2.1.115, 
118). And this phonological development may have 
first occurred in PIE itself (cf. Gk. Övoua : v@vv- 
uoç < -mn: -mn-o-). A parallel to casman-: caksma- 
may be Ved. brahman-: brahmá- if the derivational 
basis is taken (with W-D 2.2.125) to be brahman- 
and not brahman-. It would appear, in any case, that 
pairs of this kind would require at least that there 
would have been some old models showing the 
derivational pattern CéC(C)-mn > CeC(C)- 
mn-ó- (> -m-o-). But this amounts to the forma- 
tion of a derivative with vrddhi and -o- from the 
strong stem of a proterokinetic basis. As such, it is 
precisely parallel to the ker-h, > ker-h,-6- being 
proposed. 

We may also note that pod-/ped-: ped-ó- and 
dieu-/diu-: deiu-ó- (as above), if they are assumed 
to establish the normal pattern, would lead us to 
demand ker-h, /kr-eh,-: kr-&h,-ó- in the present case. 
But although -iH-o-, -4H-o-, -rH-o-, -nH-o- etc. are 
well-represented PIE structures, -eH-o- seems 
almost never to be found in IE nominal or verbal 
morphology and cannot be securely reconstructed 
for the protolanguage either. It might therefore be 
suspected that even if *kreh,-o- had been the theo- 
retically “correct” derivative, it would have been 
blocked by a more general restriction. 


I do not believe that nom-accusatives like L. iter 
‘road, journey’ require the reconstruction of a nom- 
acc neut. sg. type in -(C)eC for PIE. Cf. J. Schind- 
ler, BSL 70 (1975), 8f. Paradigms like (proterokin- 
etic) -tr/-ten- (cf. -ur/-uen-) could presumably 
have generalized, from time to time, the e-grade of 
the oblique (n-)stem to the nom-acc (r-)stem. 
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The derivation of neut. collectives (> neut. nom- 
acc. pls.) from non-neuter singulars is in and of 
itself well-established, of course, by cases like Gk. 
uneds ‘thigh’: uñoa, Latin locus ‘place’: loca etc., 
where the derivational basis is an o-stem. Even for 
consonant-stems, one at least has done ‘star’: 
&otoa. What does not seem to be found, however, 
is the situation described here-ı.e. a consonant 
stem, non-neuter singular that makes a neuter col- 
lective of the type with lengthened-grade suffix. 


The justice of seeing a “heteroclisy” (amphi- or hys- 
terokinetic vs. proterokinetic) in a nom-acc like 
bráhmáni vs. gen. brahmanam depends, of course, 
on whether neuter gen. plurals in -man-am (cf. also 
RV dharmanam, manmanam) axe old and owe their 
apparent suffixal full-grade (as if < -men-) to the 
same factors that account for it in, e.g., the g.-abl. 
sg. (-man-as) or the dat. sg. (-man-e). Inasmuch as 
neuter men-stems may be assumed to have been 
proterokinetic, one starts in the singular with 
‘strong’ -mn/‘weak’ -mén-, and one could then sup- 
pose, theoretically, that the gen. pl. was always sim- 
ply a ‘weak’ case of the same status and structure as 
the g.-abl. or dat. singular. 

The problem is that agreement in suffixal ab- 
laut between singular ‘weak’ cases and their plural 
counterparts 1s the exception rather than the rule in 
(proterokinetic) neuter men-stems. More typically, 
the singulars appear to reflect -men- while the plu- 
rals show -mn-: e.g. dat. sg. -man-(e) vs. pl. -ma- 
(bhyas); abl. sg. -man-(as) vs. pl. -ma-(bhyas). The 
apparent full-grade suffix in gen. sg. -man-as (cf. 
Gath. -móng < -man-s) is thus anything but an 
argument in favor of taking the -man- of gen. pl. 
-man-àám as original. 

In fact, at least in the case of masc. and fem. 
substantives, it may even be meaningless to speak of 
proterokinetic inflection at all in the plural. Mascu- 
line and feminine i-stems, for instance, that inflect 
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proterokinetically in the singular had nom. -i-s, gen. 
-ei-s, loc. -ei, etc. But in the plural, they may well 
have had nom. -ei-es (L. -es, Ved. -ayas etc.), gen. 
-(i)i-óm (L. -ium, OHG/OS -io etc), loc. -ti-su 
(Ved. -isu, Gk. -t01) etc. In that case, one might just 
as well say, in a sense, that masc. and fem. protero- 
kinetic singulars have hysterokinetic plurals. Only 
the acc. pl. -i-ns would interfere with this descrip- 
tive statement. 

But even if we cannot insist on the specific sup- 
position that a pair like nom-acc Práhmani/ gen. 
brahmanam ultimately represents a ‘heteroclitic’ 
association of an amphikinetic (or hysterokinetic) 
nom-acc with a proterokinetic oblique, the main 
point of $ 37.6.2 can still be made. While nom-acc 
plurals both of the type (e.g.) -e-A, and of the type 
(e.g.) -mö(n) are ultimately derivatives of their 
respective singulars (-o-m and -mp), the plural obli- 
que forms eventually assigned to them are almost 
certainly not to be considered members of the origi- 
nal paradigms of those derivatives at all. Instead, 
they were apparently formed by pluralizing the 
oblique forms of the singular (i.e. the obliques of 
the derivational basis of the nom-acc pl. in ques- 
tion). This would have been done analogically on 
the model of the patterns displayed by masc. and 
fem. oblique singulars vs. their own plurals in the 
various inflectional types. Neuter nom-acc plurals 
on the one hand and their associated plural obliques 
on the other might therefore be considered inde- 
pendent in their origins even if they are not exactly 
in a ‘heteroclitic’ relationship to one another. And if 
this can be said of all types of neut. nom-acc plurals 
and their obliques, we still have an indication that 
favors associating nom-acc plurals in -À, as closely 
as possible with those in -&/oC. This, in turn, could 
favor a common origin for the two types. 


This argument seems less compelling to me than it 
once did. It remains possible that the agreement of 
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the stem structure displayed by g*n-eh,-1H (zero 
root plus e suffix) with that of the oblique singular 
case forms allows this dual to be viewed as a ‘weak’ 
case and compared in that respect with neuter nom- 
acc duals as agaırtst masc. and fem. nom-acc duals. 
But it must also be noted that proterokinetic masc. 
and fem. singulars showed a full-grade suffix in 
their nom. plurals (e.g. -ei-es, -eu-es), and it is even 
arguable that at least some mascs. and fems. that 
were proterokinetic in the singular were basically 
hysterokinetic in the plural (outside the accusa- 
tive) - cf. addendum to $ 37.6.2 no.2. 

The question, therefore, is whether such mascs. 
and fems. in their nom-acc dual had the suffix- 
shape of the nom. sg. (zero grade) or that of the 
nom. pl. (e grade). If these nom-acc duals were par- 
allel to the corresponding nom. plurals, then g*»- 
eh,-iH would have the stem-shape that it has simply 
by virtue of belonging to the paradigm of a fem. 
substantive whose singular had ideal proterokinetic 
inflection (and cf. nom. pl. g*n-eh,-es > Olr mná). 
Its allomorphy, in that case, would not be compar- 
able to neuter -men-iH etc. If, on the other hand, 
nom-acc duals of masc. and fem. proterokinetic sin- 
gulars were structured like those singulars (and 
were themselves therefore proterokinetic), then 
g"n-eh,-iH is aberrant and does have the root and 
suffix allomorphy descriptively appropriate to a 
neuter dual. 

Unfortunately, the evidence does not seem to 
allow an absolutely firm conclusion as to whether 
masc. and fem. proterokinetic singulars had a nom- 
acc dual structured like their own nominative or 
like the corresponding nom. plural. The only group 
of masc. and fem. proterokinetic singulars for 
which there is plentiful evidence is made up of the 
i- and z-stems of this type. If the masc. and fem. 
nom-acc dual ending in PIE was simply -e (Gk. 
natepe etc. cf. Olr sieir (two) sisters’ < -r-e, Lith 
Zmüne '(two) men’), then the most original forms 
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would either have been *-eu-e and *-ei-e or *-u-e 
and *-i-e. But there is almost no convincing evi- 
dence pointing to either of these structures. Instead, 
I-Ir, Balto-Slavic, and Old Irish mainly point to -# 
and -i (e.g. Ved. simi: Lith sinu: OCS syny; Ved. 
sruti ‘two streams’: Lith as? ‘two axles’: OCS tati 
‘two thieves’: Olr súil ‘two eyes’ < sili). It seems 
that duals in *-eu-e/*-ei-e or *-u-e/*-i-e were 
replaced very early by analogical forms in -4 and -i, 
presumably on the model of the o-stems (-o-s : -0 
= -H-$ : -# and -i-s : -D. 

To be sure, it could be argued that Ved. 
bahava (3x RV vs. bahü 20x) : Av. bazauua : Gk. 
mixes do point to one of the expectable original 
structures (-ez-e). But the I-Ir forms could be iso- 
lated innovations (nom. pl. pád-as : du. pád-a etc. = 
bazhau-as : bäzhau-a), and the Greek form is even 
more easily taken as a remodelling. Furthermore, if 
the agreement of I-Ir, B-S, and Irish on -4 and -7 
duals for masc. and fem. u- and i-stems may be 
taken to mean that their (analogical) creation 
occurred already in PIE, it is still less likely that a 
genuinely old -ez-e somehow managed to survive 
into I-Ir. and Greek. 

The other conspicuous non-neuter type with 
clear proterokinetic inflection in the singular is the 
class of fem. formations made with the suffix 
-ih, /-ieh,- (Ved. devi : Gk. dia etc.). These do not 
clarify things decisively either. For the nom-acc 
duals of this type of fem. sometimes show obvious 
innovations (as in Greek) or have a good chance of 
being analogical (as in Irish, where nom. sg. sétig 
‘wife’ beside du. sétig might simply be analogical to 
the i-stems, where sg. and du. are also homony- 
mous). 

And even if Ved. devi ‘two goddesses’ does re- 
flect -ih,-iH (and cf. Lith. mart: ‘daughter in law’: 
du. marti), the fact that the ending is -¿H at all sug- 
gests the possibility that this dual may have been 
modelled on that of the #-stems at an early stage 
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(sg. -e-h, : du. -e-h,-i = sg. -ih, : du. -ih,-iH). For 
without some reason to think that the ih,-stems 
were not always feminine, one might well suppose 
that they originally had the normal masc. and fem. 
dual ending -e. The zero grade suffix observable in 
-ih,-1H does not, therefore, suggest very strongly 
that masc. and fem. proterokinetic singulars had a 
zero grade suffix as a general rule in the nom-acc 
dual. The result is that if non-neuter duals ended in 
-e in the nom-acc, we cannot tell what the structure 
was of a masc. or fem. nom-acc dual of a protero- 
kinetic singular. 

The general picture changes considerably if 
one reconstructs the ending in question not as -e, 
but as -A, or -eh, (and for parallels to a nom-acc 
ending of one of these shapes cf. nom. sg. -s and 
nom. pl. -es). Even so, however, the question of the 
stem allomorphy of nom-acc duals belonging with 
non-neuter proterokinetic singulars remains with- 
out a decisive answer. 

Assuming -A,, the o-stem dual (Gk. inno, Lith. 
vyru, Ved. virá) would reflect -o-h,. The Greek 
consonant-stem ending -€ (nóðe etc.) could reflect 
-h, directly. The -4 of Vedic consonant stems (pád-a 
etc.) would represent the generalized ending of o- 
stems, as must be assumed in any case under the 
assumption that the ending was -e. At first sight, 
this would imply that Ved. sand : Lith. sinu : OCS 
syny, reflecting -nu-h, are confirmation that nom- 
acc duals of proterokinetic singulars were also pro- 
terokinetic (nom. sg. -nu-s : du. -nu-h,). Similarly, 
one could even consider a reconstruction -ih,-h, for 
the :h,-stem duals Ved. devi : Lith. mart? (if, again, 
ih, -stems were exclusively feminine from the begin- 
ning). But the possibility of an early analogical ori- 
gin of the -# (and -7) masc. and fem. u- (and 7-) 
stem forms still cannot be excluded (-o-s : -o-h, > 
-4-$ : -u-h, and -t-s : -i-h,). An analogical explana- 
tion of the (1h,-stem) Ved. devi, Lith. mart? type (-e- 
h, : -e-h,-iH = -ih, : -ih,-iH) is even more difficult 
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to exclude, since an -ih, type that was always fem. 
might owe even its asigmatic nom. sg. to the -e-h, 
type in the first place. In addition, the very assump- 
tion of an ending -A, is difficult in Irish (sieir cannot 
reflect -rh,) and impossible for Lith. Zm£ne (cf. also 
masc. perf. act. ptcpl. auguse-Stang, Verg. Gramm. 
2023. 

With an ending -eh, the -oó of the o-stems 
(nnw etc.) would reflect pre-PIE -o-eh, > PIE -o/, 
(cf. pre-PIE nom. pl. -o-es > PIE -ös). One could 
then entertain the idea that the -2 of Ved. pada etc. 
goes directly back to this -eh,, and that the -ë seen 
in Gk. (160g), Lith. (Zmüne), and Irish (sieir) is 
from -eh, with laryngeal loss in final position (-eh, 
> -e). For the phonological development (cf. 
§ 26.6.3), one would compare -eh, > -ah, > -d in 
the o-stem neuter plurals of some languages (e.g. 
Gk. 600a, L. dona) or in a- (eh,-) stem vocatives 
(e.g. Hom. vóug&, OCS Zeno) and nominatives (L. 
porta etc.). For present purposes, however, the 
acceptability of this reconstruction of the masc.- 
fem. nom-acc dual ending is irrelevant, since it 
would require (as does the reconstruction -e) that 
-ü and -i (Ved. sind, sruti etc.) are analogical (-o-s : 
-üh, > -u-s : -Uh, and -t-s : -ih,). 


As to the further analysis of this kreh,io-, it could 
well be that it represents a substantivized adjective 
kreh,i- -0- derived at a very early stage (cf. $ 26.8.6) 
from a locative kreh,-i. This locative, in the origi- 
nally hysterokinetic paradigm of kréh, ‘head’, would 
represent the endingless locative kreh, (§§ 26.8, 
28.4f.) with the desinence -; superadded, and not 
the original -i locative (which could theoretically 
have been *krh,-i. But cf. third addendum to 
§ 50.5). For locatives of this structure (i.e. endin- 
gless locative plus -;) cf., descriptively, RV locs. sir- 
san and Sirsdn-i vs. inst. Sirsn-a, dat. Sirsn-é g-abl 
Sirsn-as or locs. mürdhán and murdhán-i vs. g-abl 
mürdhn-ás etc. For the derivation of adjectives in 
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-o- from locatives cf. $ 70.2. Naturally, one could 
also suppose that a certain number of locatival 
adjectives in -;o- that were derived from -i locatives 
(e.g. Gk. nelöc ‘on foot’ < pedi-o-) led to a loca- 
tive-adjectival denominative suffix -z0-, and that it 
was only at this point that (nom-acc) kréh, ‘head’ 
served as the basis for a kreh,-io- (> fraya-). This 
would make the assumption of an actual locatıve 
kreh,-i behind $räya- unnecessary. Semantically, 
one could consider the possibility that kreh,io- ‘in 
the head’ was substantivized to ‘skull’ and that this 
represents yet one more case in which a word for 


‘skul? has shifted to ‘head’. 


In the last analysis, (F)aonv and its correspondents 
in Arm. (garn ‘sheep’) and Vedic (ura ‘sheep’-sec- 
ondary a-stem; cf. Hoffmann, MSS 1?, 61f.) could 
point either to a urré(n) /obl. urn- or to a urHe(n). 
This second possibility, however, would require 
both that the Gk. oblique (F)agv- is analogical and 
that the second compound member -ponv- has 
undergone compositional laryngeal loss ($ 25.2). It 
therefore seems simpler at the moment to operate 
with zrre(n) /uyn-. 


Root &(e)r- plus suffix -h,(e)s- is, of course, also a 
logical possibility, but a suffix -A,(e)s- cannot be 
supported, as far as I know, by a sufficient number 
of convincing data. 


Unlike the case of L. corpus, there is no very strong 
indication for the Gmc. hrefiz- (< k*rep-es-) that 
presumably lies behind OE Arif ‘womb, abdomen’ 
that we have a secondary denominative -es-stem 
derived from a root noun at all. Gmc. Arefiz- might 
just as easily be a primary formation from a root 
(k*rep-) that also hapens to make a root noun. But 
even if Arefiz- is denominative, it is difficult to dem- 
onstrate that it and L. corpus guarantee an ablauting 
secondary k*rep-(0)s/ k*rp-es-. It is perfectly possi- 
ble that the root noun in question inflected &*rép-s 
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/k*yp-és etc. (cf. Ved. inst. krp-a, Av. g. pl. kahrp- 
am), and that corpus was derived from a version of 
this paradigm that had generalized the zero-grade 
root (as in (I-)Ir: Av. acc. sg. kahrp-am), while Gmc. 
hrefiz- was (independently) derived from a root 
noun paradigm with generalized full grade. Avestan 
xrafstra- ‘beast of prey’ also belongs here some- 
where, but it is not completely clear whether it 
necessarily presupposes an es-stem allomorph 
k*rep-s-. 


As J.Schindler points out to me, a radical but not 
unthinkable solution to the problem of the semantic 
difference between the mass noun seen in Irish cr 
/ Slavic *kry and the singulative Avestan form (acc. 
sg. xrgm in its only occurrence) would be to sup- 
pose that Avestan xrm (< xruuam) is not a root 
noun accusative, but an a-stem instead. 

In that case, one could conjecture that from the 

root noun kruh,- was made a possessive adjective 
kruh,-o- ‘having (raw) flesh’. The next step would 
be to note that possessive adjectives sometimes 
come to function, in effect, as material adjectives: 
Hom. Eyxea òtvóevta ‘spears made of beech’; RV 
híranyavat with vásu ‘wealth consisting of gold’ 
(7.94.9). In similar fashion, one could assume that 
kruh,-o- ‘(having >) consisting of (raw) flesh’ was 
substantivized to Av. xruua- ‘piece of flesh’. If so, 
xrüm (modified by musti.masagham ‘fist-sized’) is 
specifically a masculine a-stem accusative. 
Perhaps another example of a non-collective root 
noun that makes a collective s-stem derivative is 
Ved. vé-h ‘bird’ (pl. vay-ah) beside vayas- ‘fowl 
(collective). But cf. W-D 2.2.227, 3.286f. and J. 
Manessy, Subst. en -as-, 37 (who argue for a reinter- 
pretation of plural vayah as a singular collective). 


Another possibility (brought to my attention by J. 
Schindler) is that this xepe- was meant by Apollo- 
nius as a prevocalic equivalent of *xsQEo- (: post- 
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Hom. x£pas, -goç) parallel to Hom. xepuo- 
(: REDOG, -00G) in xepao-Cóoc. 


It is being proposed, in short, that singular oblique 
forms with the metrical structure (u — > of xáonva 
/xapfjvov were not created by “singularizing” 
xá&orva / «aofjvov themselves, but rather applying 
an analogical model that would both produce the 
desired oblique singular shapes and simultaneously 
result in a singular paradigm (xáon/ xáontoc/ 
“@ONTL) that was not completely abnormal as it 
stood (xáon : xáont- = otóua : otÓguat- etc.). 
Standing in the way, more specifically, of the singu- 
larization of xáonva / xapńvæv re-interpreted as 
thematic (i.e. standing in the way of xagtfjvou 
/ *XaENvo in the first instance) were two factors: 1) 
As already noted in $ 49.7.4, ıt may be that at the 
relatively early stage envisioned, nom-acc xáorva / 
gen. xapfjvwov were cohesive enough with dat-loc 
xoüháo1/inst. xpà(h)óqi that the thematic reinter- 
pretation was not possible. 2) In addition, a singular 
paradigm xágr|/ xagfjvou /xaoñvo would have 
been less normal than xdon/xdontos/ xáponu 
-although it must be admitted that x&pn / xaofivov 
did descriptively come to exist eventually (Hymns) 
once xáonva / xagfivov were no longer taken as an 
n-stem paradigm. 

On the other hand, the singularization of 
xá&ovo / xaofivov (when still interpreted as an n- 
stem) might have led to sg. gen. *xäonv-og/ dat. 
*ydonv-t. This development failed to take place, it 
would seem, simply because xáon/xáont- as a sg. 
paradigm was much better supported than «Qm 
/ *náonv- would have been. 

BeAeuva, and old neuter men-stem nom-acc plural 
(plur. tant. in Homer), also eventually back-formed 
a singular BéAguvov, but not before Aeschylus. 


Although the case may be debatable, it seems that 
the variability shown by e.g. xà Ona (Plato Crat 
409 c) vs. OtyAf]vouc nasc (Theoc Ep 6.2) vs. nagà 
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tv @na (EM 344.55) arose in exactly the same 
way. The obviously old neuter dual A,(e)k*-ıH 
(OCS oci Gk. 600€, Arm. ac-k‘) puts it beyond 
doubt that the root noun for 'eye' was neuter, and 
therefore shows that a masc. or fem. acc. sg. (10v / 
NV)Ona is an innovation. It would appear that this 
neuter root noun made a collective (neuter nom-acc 
plural), and it is this form in the accusative and in 
the meaning “face that is used by Homer and 
Hesiod in the expression(s) -and as such only in the 
expression(s) — £ic Ona i6éo00/ £owéva / ELOXELV. 
Since this isolated ®na (no singular) was unambi- 
guously accusative and had a singular meaning, it 
was understandably re-interpreted as a masc. or 
fem. accusative singular later on. Cf. Schindler, 
Wurzelnomen, 105 with further references. 


The RV has yet a third locative in -an based on the 
(original) m-stem ksa(h) /jmah-namely ksaman/ 
ksámani. In this case, however, the n-formant is not 
restricted to the locative, there being a fairly well 
attested neuter nom-acc ksáma. Synchronically, that 
is to say, there is a neuter man-stem ksáma / loc. ksa- 
man(i) to be recognized. Historically, one could 
assume in theory that there was created a locative 
ksám-an (with ksam- ultimately < dhghom- plus the 
-an of jm-án) and that the nom-acc ksama was 
back-formed to this. But given that ksaman and ksa- 
mani occur only once each in the RV while nom- 
acc ksáma occurs eight times, it might be better to 
think of an altogether different account of the 
ksáma /loc. ksäman(i) paradigm. One might sup- 
pose, for example, that neut. bhitman- ‘earth, world’ 


beside fem. bhü-h led to a neut. ksáman- beside 
fem. ksa-h. 


J.Schindler has convinced me that this is not the 
only thinkable view of the two full grades in loca- 
tives of this kind. Since it is not possible, within the 
limits set by present purposes, either to develop 
fully a position on the status of the locatival -en 
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formant (ending? postposition?) or to try drawing 
conclusions concerning the relative chronology of 
the formation of these -en locatives and the opera- 
tion of the pre-PIE sound law(s) that produced 
zero grades, it may be simply noted here as a possi- 
bility that locatival structures like dhghem-en (and 
cf. e.g. g” émbh-en below) could be “regular” and 
could represent original endingless locatives affixed 
with a postposition -en, and never subsequently sub- 
jected to apophonic reduction. In that case, it may 
be pointed out, one still has to suppose that some 
locatıval -en formations were modelled on pre- 
existing ones, and were not themselves directly 
formed by the addition of the postposition (-en) in 
question to an actual endingless locative. A case like 
ghéim-en (see further on in $ 50.5), with gheim- and 
not the expectable endingless locative ghiem- (to 
ghiém-/ghim- ‘winter’) could be the result of an 
analogical process like dhghm-és etc.: dhghém-en = 
£him-es etc.: X (= £heim-en), since the relationship 
between dhghm- and dhghem-, easily (re-)interpret- 
able as vrddhi (strong stem dh(e)ghom-), could 
have led to a vrddhi of ghim- (whence gheim-) of 
the (dieu-) / diu- : deiu-(o-) type. On the other side, 
it could be supposed-if the double full-grade 
(dhghém-en) structure really is original-that the 
by-form with only one full grade (dhghm-én) was 
called into existence by the re-interpretation of the 
-en as a locative ending, comparable in status to g- 
abl. -es and dat. -ei (on loc. -i cf. third addendum 
to $ 50.5). The installation of the normal weak stem 
allomorph before -en would then be immediately 
understandable. All of this would also apply to loca- 
tives in -er. Finally, the double full grade of normal 
endingless locatives (alluded to a little later in 
$ 50.5) could still result from the influence of loca- 
tives in -en and -er. The entire point, however, 
remains tangential. For however we explain the 
double full grade of -en, -er, and endingless loca- 
tives, it is still not sure whether a suffixless deloca- 
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tival derivative like dhghem-ö(n) owes its e-grade to 
the locative from which it was derived or not (cf. 
§ 50.1 f.). 

As was mentioned above (first addendum to § 50.5), 
one may in principle view double full-grade loca- 
tives in -en and -er (g®émbh-en > gambhan, yen- 
er > RV vanar- ‘in the forest) either as the most 
original versions of the two types (endingless loca- 
tive plus postposition with no apophonic reduction), 
or as analogical formations in which an endingless 
locative has been recharacterized through the 
superaddition of -en or -er, these being formants 
which in that case would have been preceded in the 
original state of affairs by reduced stem allomorphs 
(types dhghm-én > RV jmán, h,u(s)-s-er > RV 
usar-). In either case, however, the very first double 
full-grade -en and -er locatives that were ever 
created should consist, descriptively, of a substan- 
tival stem allomorph identical to the endingless lo- 
cative, and -en or -er after that. As it stands, how- 
ever, vasar- does not conform to this description. It 
is virtually certain that the endingless locative of the 
s-stem (ved. usah, Gk. Wc etc.) in question was 
h,us-és (cf. § 26.6.4 and RV nom. usah < h,us-ös g- 
abl. usah < h,u(s)-s-és, but loc. usasi < endingless 
loc. h,us-és plus -i). It seems reasonable to suspect 
for this reason that vasar- although it certainly 
belongs in the general category of locatival -er for- 
mations with two full grades, was not one of the 
original layer of examples. The “misplacement” of 
its first full grade is instead reminiscent of what can 
be observed in the case of gheim-en (> Ved. 
héman), where it was noted (first addendum $ 50.5) 
that some double full-grade -en locatives show a 
neo-full grade (of one sort or another) in the sub- 
stantival stem preceding the -en, and that this results 
from their having been created analogically (per- 
haps already in PIE) on the model of older exam- 
ples of the -en locative type (no matter, again, how 
these older examples were themselves first formed). 
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Although one may doubt that vasar- shows in its 
vas- something that is simply a vrddhi form of I-Ir 
us- ‘dawn’, it does appear that the procedure by 
which it was created was an analogical one, and was 
followed precisely in order to produce a double full 
grade in this form. 

h,eier-i is not, of course, endingless as it stands. It 
would only be implied that some locatives in -: 
(type RV ahan-i etc.) represent endingless locatives 
(RV ¿han etc. that have been recharacterized by 
the -; ending (originally used with a weak stem in 
such a view), but have retained the original stem 
ablaut of the endingless type (W-D 3.273 ff.). Al- 
ternatively, one could maintain that -i as a loc. end- 
ing was originally not exactly parallel in its usage to 
other sg. oblique endings (g-abl. -(e)s or dat. -e:), 
but instead was regularly added, from the first, to a 
stem allomorph that was one grade "stronger" in 
the predesinential element than the allomorph that 
preceded the g-abl. or dat. endings (W-D /oc. cit.). 
In that case, one would say that endingless and -; 
locatives both originally called for the same special 
stem-shape, while weak-case -i locatives (AV ahnı, 
e.g.) are an innovation, and one would discard the 
idea that, in the present case, a *h,ezer (endingless) 
beside a hypothetical *A,eir-ı (weak case) resulted 
in the transformation of *A,eir-i to A,eier-i. But 
whether one assumes that PIE A,eieri ‘early’ repre- 
sents an endingless loc. with superadded -i or that 
locatives with -: simply had that ending affixed to a 
stem-shape that had always been identical to that of 
the endingless locative, h,eieri provides either direct 
or indirect evidence of an endingless (as opposed to 
-en or -er) locative with two full grades. 


The difficulty here is that even from the Latin situa- 
tion alone it is clear that aruom ‘field’/pl. arua 
‘fields, region’ is the substantivized neuter (and arua 
‘field’ the substantivized feminine) of the (quası- 
participial) adjective aruos ‘cultivated’ (Plaut. non 
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arnos hic sed pascuost ager— Truc 149). In that case, 
however, the Latin forms merely support a deverba- 
tive -go-adjective, and it is far from clear that a 
h erh uo- ‘ploughed’ really presupposes a u-stem 
h,erh,u-. But without some evidence (at least indi- 
rect) of this u-stem, the segmentation h,erh,u-r has 
no support. 


On the details of the reduction of krh,-es- to Gk. 
krh,-s- and I-Ir #H-s- before the -n-formant in the 
oblique cf. $ 58.4. 


The statement that the word for ‘ear’ served as the 
basis for PIE terms for ‘cheek’ or ‘temple’ is meant 
only to imply that the ear is a prominent enough 
feature of the side of the head or skull that the 
cheek and temple could be referred to by a com- 
pound (par-aus-iio- ‘beside the ear) that named 
these less conspicuous parts after their proximity to 
the more conspicuous one. 


I am grateful to J. Schindler for suggesting to me a 
semantic account of Tywixeatoa that will allow it to 
be even more closely associated with the Homeric 
-XQQ1Q0 compounds that mean ‘-horned’. One 
could suppose that the bisected head of a cow or 
bull that had been sacrificed was called, in the very 
first instance, a Tju(xoauoa KEPAAT in Attic: ‘a head 
with only one horn’ (< ‘a head having only half the 
usual number of horns’). This then became simply 
fiuixoauoo, and changed very slightly in meaning to 
‘half a head’. At this point, the term could be used 
to refer to the bisected head even of sacrificial ani- 
mals (pigs, for instance) that do not have horns. 


Cf. Sommer, IF 36, 169ff., 184, 190, 219ff., who 
shows that at least among u-stem adjectival forma- 
tions (simplicia in -4- vs. simplicia in -Cu- vs. 
bahuvrihis with a u-stem second member), the use 
of -ih, to form endocentric feminines is severely re- 
stricted, appearing only in simplicia in -2-. 
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134 f., 151 
kera(i)japi 39ff., 122 
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avrıäaveipa 87, 229 
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-üvtooxu 15? 
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GOXHÓç 271 


BéAsuva 5210, 288 
BeAövn 255 
BAotoóg 58 


yata/yh 49f.5 
-yéveta 229 


yéous 26, 140 

-ynoog 154 

yvü& 267 f., 269, 272 
YVU-NETOV, -NTEIV 267 f. 
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óputÓuoc 63 


-£ dual 131, 282 ff. 
éyy0-c, -Bev, -9 59, 82, 83 f., 
88, 90, 135; £&yyón: -áo 
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ioxéaioa 241 f., 276 
(Pig 66? 


Index of Words and Formants 


ioyiov 165 
loxvög 271° 


xatoosg 719 
noon ats... 156f. 
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-XEQOG 3839 506, 154f., 156 
xépvai 922 
HEMAAIC 22611 
uno 66 ff. 
xÓóAvupoc/-íc 715 
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noavia 16613 
xoaviov 20, 25, 48, 165 
-Xpavıo- 506 
Keavo- 506 
-povo- 506, 167, 228, 232, 
245 
-rpupo- 23521, 244f.: vaú- 
upaoog 24, 30, 167, 
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LEAGyxoatpa. 3839, 22510 
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ueo(o)nyó(c) 84, 274 
Mertävsipa 87115 
uetóyuov 180 
uéxot 82 
unoóc : ñoa 280 
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uqtoonátoQ 232", 238 
giatvo 56 

piat (Cyren.) 56 
piapóc : uiat-/u]- 56, 58 
-uo- 271 


vaÓ-xAapoot 221;  -xAnpoc 
221, 245; -xpapog 24, 
30, 167, 221 

véa& 73 

veapóç 73 
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veoyvoc 72 
vÉoyro, 831% 
voupd 80, 285 


OxtarAoc 205.1 

Supa 206! 

Oupardc 190 

övoua 5210 

OmtíAoc 205 f.!5 

dpyvia/öpöyvıa 147" : év- 
veöpyvıog 228 

Ópsíxtitog 57 

ópÜüóxepQogc 38% 

6pdöxpanpa 19, 20, 21, 25, 


30, 105, 167, 220, 
224ff, 232f, 234, 
239 ff. 


OÓoo£ 150, 204 

óotéov 134 

o0c, obat- 5312, 54, 77, 92, 
196, 201, 207, 210ff., 
213 

OpBarpds 205 f.18 

ógoUc 665 

-oy/-@y 150, 204 

Ówig 20618 


TaAvDVe 51! 

napńiov 207, 214 

neötov, nelög 506, 95, 280 

neipap/g 54, 91, 92 

néog 213° 

NEQVOL 83 

Tn6óv 278 

níewpa 1477, 241 

noAbpenveg 136. 

-no(v)g : -nela 229, 233, 
240 

nötvıa : -MOLVA 242 

npög/npeg 65°°, 271 

neoo@narg, -acı 180f. 

NEÖPEWV, NEÖPEROOA 240 

noöxvu 82, 84, 91, 267 ff. 

ntepvg& 2°, 13 

IlvAoıyevig 57 


6a 49f. 
oaipdc 58 
Billa : -oiCoc 229, 234 


oíxoc : -coaxtc 150 

oavxeds 74 

oneanßog 7° 

arenag : -oxen 50°, 15431, 
155 

ox 119, 123, 128 

otÓua : otoubAoc 521 


t) -/ XOU Ou -/ 1. - / TAOL- 
56, 58 

tavadg 11212 

TAVOKOALOOG 225, 232 

zernap/texrume 119, 120 

téxtOv 511° 

tepag 54 

tepna/tipnov 120 

-tă adverbs 80 

toürela 229, 233 

teinoug 229, 233 


ó8eQ 119, 123, 127f. 
Dose 20316 
Öunv 52°, 120, 127 
inadoosg 72 
üngepfivop 87115 
onéÉoüunog 89 
oxíouooa 88 
onóyvu(u)oc 59 
bxovpáviog 87 


(aoxoóc 73 
qaAavitag 73 
pvyń/ púta 49f.5 


xarapög 
56, 58 
yaua- 57 
xelna 52" 
yergi 82 
y0ov 187 
xofioc/xpelog/xp&og 64 


xadı-/yakaı- 


vauxoóc 74 


-© dual 282 ff. 
-oy 150, 204 
Öna 197, 204, 288 f. 


atk’ 131, 150, 204 
akn 201 


ariun 6 


Sanskrit 


aksı, aksn- 53, 150, 161, 

197 f. 
aksi 204 ff. 

Ádhinirpij- 89 

adhyaksa- 89 

ánupatha- 72, 88 

antaspatha- 87 

ápnas- 145 

apva- 276 

apsas- 1418 

abhijnü 89, 90, 272 

abhidyu- 87 

abhinabhyám 87 

abhiksnam 20619 

asta- 33 

asthi, asthn- 11, 53, 77, 161, 
196, 202 

asn- 161 

asmrti (inst.) 80 

-a/-au duals 131, 283 ff. 

äyasa- : áyas- 115 

ayu, yóh : yosä, yösan-, yo- 
sit- 143f. 

äs(n)-, asan : äsiya- 6, 11, 
28f., 53, 81, 161, 165, 
196, 198, 201, 204, 214 


isuhasta- 276 
-I dual 283 ff. 


udapyam 87 

udn- 161 

üdbahu- 89 

üras- 141 

usar- 190, 236f. 
usrá-, -à 236, 243f. 
-ü dual 283ff. 
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harawownk‘ 213, 33, 122532 
203 

heru 83 

merj 82 


Indo-Iranian 


üdhar, üdhan- 92 
: -üdhä 92 
: -üdhan- fem. / -üdhn- 
1- fem, 240 
rtavan-/rtavari 241 
-e dual 131 


karükara- 58 


kravís- 26,119,127,140,150f. 


ksana- 20619 
ksámi 188f. 
ksäman- 289 


khám 665 

gabhi- : ga(m)bhira- 189; 
gambhan 188%, 189; 
gambhára- 18968 

gir 665 


gauri (loc.) 8119 
ghrtasnu- 91 


caksma- 278 


já- 665 

janu 5316, 88, 91 
: -jñu- 272 

jú- 66? 

jm-áb/á 188 

jman 188f. 


tanü/tanvi (loc.) 811% 
tápus- 145f. 
tamisra- 244 
tuvigrà- 72 
tüvismant- 140° 

tvak : -tvacas- 150 


devi 147" 
deví (voc.) 80 
dób/dosn- 27, 53, 196, 198 
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oskr 21? 

sar 111 

sarık“ 719 

unkn 5312, 77, 92, 207 


dyávi (loc.) 79 
dru- 63 


dhi- 66° 


nábhi, nábhya- 190 
nyàk, nicä 90 


patamga- 13 
patará- 14 

parüt 79%, 83107 
paróksam 88 
parna- 13 

párvan- 5119 91 
pásas- 21335 
pärsva- 11225 116 
pivan-/pivari- 241, 147" 
pivasa- 116 
purvedyüh 7988 
pür 665 

pratyák, pratic- 204 
pratyaksam 88 


brahmá- 279 


-bharman- fem. 240 
bhi- 665 
bhrú- 6653 


-m(a)n-a, -e, -as 159ff. 
mánas- : -manah 91 

: -manas- fem. 240 
mastiska- 12 
mitäjäu- 91, 272 


yakn- 161 
yüh, yüsn- 27, 54, 161, 199 


ratharya- 243 
rathira- 222, 243 
rajani 203" 
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vajrabähu- 276 
vatsa- 116f. 
vadhü (voc.) 80 
vanar- 236, 291 
varsam : varsa 
125 1f. 
vi$vatür- 80 


: varsá(ni) 


Sarabha- 6 

*Sarva- 6, 7,9 

Siras- 1, 19, 20, 21, 22, 26ff., 
28, 105, 139ff., 158 

Siras-, Sirsn- 195—218 

Sirsakti- 199 

Sirsn- 20, 22, 28, 48, 77, 98, 
159 ff. 

$üska- 271 

$rnga- 2,9, 11 

$rnáti, aSarit 66 

*Sraya- 95, 103, 107 ff., 135, 
209, 285f. 

Sri- 66? 

*$rü- 2,6 

*$rauva- 6,9 

$vá$ura-, $va$rü- 133 

sádmani 132 

sadhástuti (inst) 80 

sanát 834197 

-sani (infin.) 1985 

sarpis- 145 

sánu 15, 19 

sünü-, sünáu 81 

snavan- 213, 325, 160, 161° 

syüman- 5210, 120, 127 

svàr 120, 127 

héman 52!!, 189 


Avestan 


aesmo. zasta- 276 
aliara, aliārð 119, 127, 129 
aipi. aßra-. 89 
anu. zafan- 87 
ast- 77, 202 
astantat- 2024 
asta- 33 
asauuan-, -uuairi- 241 
asi 150, 204 
(xSuuas). asim 204 


Index of Words and Formants 


aliu, yaos : yaoZ- (dä-) 143 f. 

axšnu- 87, 88, 269, 272 f. 

3sAnha, anho 201 

usi 131, 132, 150, 20448, 207 

karsä- 33 

karsuuara 33 

gauua- 59 

gairé, garo(bi$) 66% 

garabus- 150 

xa 66? 

xrum 66°, 150f., 287 

Ca$man- 278 

jafra- : jaißi- 189 

tauuıs 26, 140 

dam 79 

duuara 79 

patarsta- 7 

parana- 13 

-baeuuan- fem. 240 

-foüri- 241 

frasnu- 91, 272 

naman 129 

nanhan- 11 

mano, mana 118, 120, 129 

mast(a)rayan- 11, 12 

visaiti 132 

vizafana- 89 

razar/n- 20317 

sarah- 19, 139ff., 158 

sara- 110f., 116f., 134 

staman- 521° 

staırıs 26, 140 

snauuaro 213, 3215, 203 

snauuila- 325, 203 

sralta 665 

sru-/sruua- 1, 3f., 9, 16f., 
100136 

sruuara- 4° 

sruuo. zana- 4° 

za/amara 18895 

za/amar(a)- 236 

zauruuan- 275 

zua/zim- 521 

zus 66? 

znubiias- 15, 91 

hizü-/hizuua- 16 

huuar3 120, 127 

huska- 271 


Old Persian 
afuva- 276 
fradara- 95f. 103, 107ff, 


111, 116, 136f. 
hamapita 91 


Latin 


-ă (< -eh, #) 285 

abdomen 51!? 

accipiter 13 

ador 124^ 

aes 115 

ancipes 89 

anculus 114 

armus 114 

arua 203, 292 

auris 207, 210 ff. 

auscultare 207 

caput 214 

cerebrum 19, 20, 21, 221, 
23521, 242 f., 249 

cernuus 111ff., 116f., 134 

cerritus 19482 

ceruix 4f. 

ceruos 7, 14, 100P6, 155 

cinis 145 

columba/-us 715 

columen/columna 14 

cornum/cornu 4, 9, 11, 13 

corpus 141, 150, 286f. 

coxendix 5 

crabro 19, 20, 249f., 258 

crapula 60 

cruor 119, 120, 127 

culmus 114 

cuticula 5 

diu 79 

-ere infin. 1985 

exlex 87 

exsensus 89 

flamen 51? 

genu 15 

hiems 521 

homo/hemo 187 ff. 

inguen 5110 

iter 279 

ius 1440 


landica 5 

lien 511° 

locus : loca 280 
luna 14 

macer 250 
nasum 214 

os 214 

ossua 21? 

-ox 150, 204 
paenula 60 
palma 114 
palumbes/-is/-us/-a 715 
patruos 11212 
pecten 51?° 
pecus 275 


Gaulish 


x&ovov (Galat.) 5, 13 
xüpvu& 23, 13 


Old Irish 


arae 207, 214 

arbor 33, 12232, 203 

asnae 77, 202 

au 207, 210ff. 

ben, mna, mnai 17, 108, 131, 


282 
(da) brü 665 
bruinne 6 
(do-)cer 113" 
cern 113 
Gothic 
andanahtı 87 
agıs 198° 


augo 128^, 201 
auso 128%, 207 
guma 187 ff., 237 
hairto 11 

haubib 214 
haürn 6 


Index of Words and Formants 


penis 213? 
penna 13, 14 
pesna 14 

pollen 51% 
praeceps 90 
praeposterus 89 
prandium 114 
priuignus 72 
prurio : pruna 14 
puluis 51!? 

rex 20317 
sanguen 5179 
semen 119, 120, 123 
semianimis 233 


Celtic 


cride 6, 95 
cróa/crua 6 
cru 6653, 150f. 
delb 15 

én 13 

fén 14 

imb 521° 
imbliu 190 
inchinn 7272 
is 79 
meld/mell 257 
ri 2037 


Welsh 


carn 5, 1076, 13 
carw 7, 102°, 14, 100136, 155 


Germanic 


hliuma 12849 
namo 128, 1615, 186 
sitls 251 


Old Icelandic 


elptr/olpt 251 
(i) fjord 83 
haufud 214 
hjarn 192 


303 


serum 34 
Sinciput 114 
sol 120, 127 
subiugius 87 
tenebrae 244 
ue(n)sica 5 
uetus 145f. 
uictrix 5 
uiginti 132 
uis 66? 
ulna 114 
umbilicus 5, 190 
umbo 190f. 
unguen 5219 


cern 113 
corn 5f. 
darn 102° 
edn 13 
eis 51, 202 


Cornish 
carn 5, 1076, 13 
carow 7, 1076, 14 
darn 1026 


Breton 


darn 1026 
karn 5 

korn 5f. 

qaro 7, 10%, 14 
quernn 113 


hjarnı 192f., 217 

hjarsi 20, 185ff., 192£. 217 
hjortr 7, 9 

hofud 214 

hrütr 17 

hvel 34 

kalsı 1985 

mildr 257 

setr 251 


304 


vagn 14 
vátr 20316 


Old High German 


albiz/elbiz 251 
ancho 521 

chrebiz 251 

dinstar 244 

egiso : egislih 198° 
farn 13 

hirni 48, 192, 219 
hiruz 1, 9, 14, 17, 251 
horlitze (MHG) 251, 258 
horn 6 

hornaz 251 

hornbero 252 

horniz (MHG) 251 


Lithuanian 


aki 204 

ası 283 

ausü 207 

ausrä 236, 244 
-e dual 2821f. 

-i duals 283 ff. 
kärve 8, 14 
marti 283, 284 
nasrai 222, 243 
peda 278 

saüsas 271 
spafnas 13 
stirna 816 
stomuö 1284? 
sünu 283, 284 
suskis 271 

Sirsa 252f. 
Sirsalas 252, 254, 259 
Sirsas 252f. 

širše 252f. 
Sirsilas 252, 254 
Sirsinas 252f. 
Sirsiys 252ff., 258 
Sirsolas 252, 254 
Sirsonas 252, 254 


Index of Words and Formants 


hornuz 251f. 
houbit 214 

hrind 7, 9, 11, 258 
naba 190 


namo 128°, 161°, 186 


samo 128%? 
wafsa 251 


Old Saxon 


ámbón 191 


hrith 7 


Old English 


selbitu 251 
fearn 13 
hafela 214 


Baltic and Slavic 


Sirsulas 252, 254 
Sirsunas 252, 254 
Sirsuö 252f., 254 ff. 
Sirsuolas 252, 254 
Sirsuolis 252 
Sirsuonas 252, 254 
sirsys 252f. 
-u duals 283 ff. 
udra 8 
varnas : varna 8 
vétuSas 145f. 
vyru 284 
zmuo 181 ff., 237 
zmüne 282, 285 


Latvian 


sirna 8, 11, 13 
sirsenis 252f., 256 
sits(e)nis 252 f. 
sirsilis 252, 258 
sirsins 252 

sirsis 252f. 
sirsunis 252 
sirsuonis 252, 256 
stifna 8! 

üdr(i)s 8 


hafud 214 
heafod 214 
hlysa 198* 
hrif 286 f. 
hryder 7, 258 
hyrnett/hyrnetu etc. 251f. 
milde 257 
sear 271 

setl 251 

trig 15 
wegn 14 
wet 20315 


Dutch 


hersen etc. 193 
horzel 250f., 253, 258 


Old Prussian 


curwis 8 

kelan 34 

kérmens 15 

nabis 190 

sirsilis 252, 258 
sirwis 8, 100?5, 155 


Czech 


srsen 252 


Old Polish 


sierszen 252 


OCS 


crevo 15, 150 

golobi 7" 

krüvi 150f. 

mladu : mladen-(ici) 257 

oko, ocese, oči 16, 131, 150, 
197, 204 

pero 33 


séme 119, 120, 123, 128 

syny 283, 284 

uxo (ucho), usese, uši 207, 
210ff. 


vetüxü 145f. 
vranü 8 


RCS 


krava 8, 14 
lebedi 251 
s(t)ruseni 252 


asäuar 31 ff. 
-eSSar, -esn- 198° 
eshar 123, 198° 
happinant- 145 
harsar 21*, 198 
harsauar 31ff. 
DUCharsi- 224 
harsumna- 224 
haftai 12334 134 
hasduer 119, 120 
henkan- 511° 
karäuar 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 


A mässunt 12 


Index of Words and Formants 


-y dual 283, 284 


Zena, Zeno 80, 285 


Bulgarian 


stürsel/Stürsel 252, 258 f. 


Old Russian 


sirna 8, 13 
sirsení 252, 259 


Hittite 


31 ff., 46f., 104, 107 ff., 
122, 134f. 

gimra- 222, 243 

kisri 82 

kitkar 19, 20, 22, 31, 78, 
96ff.,  103f,  107ff., 
122, 134 

laman 161° 

lammar 98 

maklant- 251 

nahhan- 51! 

partäuar 13, 31ff., 47 


Tocharian 


| A ysar/B yasar 123, 128 


305 
Serbo-Croatian 
krava 8, 14 
stna 8, 10 
srsljén 252, 259 
Serbian 
vrana 8 
pattar 13 


Sahhan- 512° 

Sakkar 119, 123 

suel 119 

taksan- 511° 

tekan- 187 

utne 119, 120 

uatar, uidar 119, 123, 127, 
129 

uiti, uitaz 20316 

uitti 83 


| A Saru/B Serwe 8 
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